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INTRODUCTION 
Concern over the issue of grading has prompted educators across the 
nation to make a variety of changes in the methods of grading used. A 
characteristic of the concerns over grading which was identified by Warren 
(1971, p. 3) was that "they arise from a large body of firmly held opinion 
and little objective evidence." It was also his belief that relatively 
unimportant issues were emphasized while the more fundamental issues were 
ignored. Decisions about grading alternatives are more likely to be con­
cerned with fundamental issues when grading systems are examined in light 
of the functions of grading, contributions of each alternative to these 
functions, and effects of the grading systems on the teaching-learning 
process. 
The emphasis in the present study is on the examination of two methods 
of grading student teaching, a satisfactory-fail system and the traditional 
A,B,C,D,F system. The evaluation of student teachers has traditionally 
been expressed by a letter grade based on the observations and judgments of 
the cooperating teacher and/or the college supervisor. Limitations of this 
procedure have been a matter of concern to those involved in teacher educa­
tion for some time. Among these limitations is the fact that grades may be 
assigned upon any one of the following bases; amount of progress made, com­
parison with other students, or comparison with specified criteria. Even 
though guides for grading are often provided by teacher educators, Ryan 
stated (1969, p. 19): 
. . . difficulty in the assignment of meaningful letter grades 
for student teaching appears to be widespread among supervising 
teachers. Uniformity in grading student teachers is complicated 
by differences in teaching situations, subjects taught, require-
2 
mènes of student teachers^ and personalities of supervising and 
student teachers. 
Purposes most often attributed to the use of grades which are relevant 
to student teaching are that grades motivate students, provide students 
with information about their achievement, and communicate information which 
serves as a selection criterion for employers. Concerns related to each of 
these purposes as fulfilled by the traditional grading system have led to 
examination of current grading practices in student teaching. Emphasis in 
this discussion is on the use of the traditional or an alternate grading 
system for a particular course, student teaching, and not upon the use of 
either of these grading systems for an entire curriculum. 
Grades as Selection Criteria 
One of the purposes of assigning grades is to conanunicate to others 
some measure of the achievement of the student (Wrinkle, 1947). Among 
those most likely to be interested in the student teaching grade would be 
superintendents or other employers who were in the process of selecting 
future employees. A question which deserves consideration is the meaning 
which can be attached to the information communicated by the grade. 
Proportion of high grades assigned 
One of the problems which arises when the meaning of student teaching 
grades is being examined was summarized in a statement by Allee (1968, 
p. 5): 
Evaluation of student teachers and the subsequent letter grade 
pDr «iinprvised tear'.ine traditionally has been high and teacher 
training institutes, as well as those involved in the task of 
working with prospective teachers, have been concerned about it 
for a long time. 
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In the review of student teaching for the Encyclopedia of Educational 
Research, the belief was expressed by Davies and Amershek (1969, p. 1378) 
that marks for a laboratory experience were unrealistic. Support for this 
belief came from Simmons (1964, p. 44), who reported that 75 percent of all 
marks for student teaching over an eight-year period in one institution 
were A's, while most of the remaining grades were B's. Similarly, in the 
institution where the present study was conducted, the Home Economics Edu­
cation Department (departmental memorandum, May, 1970) reported that 66 
percent of the grades over a two-year period for home economics student 
teachers were A's, 32 percent were B's, and 2 percent were C's. Meyer and 
Quick (1970) stated that 95 percent of the grades received by student 
teachers in their institution were A's and B's. The tendency to assign 
high grades for student teaching was also verified by Shuman (1966) and 
Bremer (1970). 
In view of the limited range of grades assigned for student teaching, 
it would appear that the accuracy of the information communicated to others 
may be questioned and may even be misleading to prospective employers. In 
fact. Bell (1971) reported significant differences between the evaluations 
by the principals of 203 first-year teachers and the teachers' overall 
grade point averages and student teaching grades. For the five institu­
tions which supplied over 75 percent of the teachers in the study, there 
was a tendency for the ratings of the principals to be one letter grade 
lower than the grade assigned for student teaching. Seventy-six percent of 
200 superintendents surveyed in Missouri (Aven and Breazier, 1969, p. 47) 
believed that the majority of grades assigned for student teaching were A's 
and B's and that the letter grade received for student teaching did not 
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indicate future success as a teacher. These findings supported Allee's 
(1968, p. 5) belief that the assignment of unrealistically high grades for 
student teaching was unfair to prospective employers. A further difficulty 
in communication presented by the proportion of high grades assigned is 
that this practice leaves no way of designating the work of the few who are 
outstanding. 
A variety of factors probably contribute to the assignment of high 
grades for student teaching. One possibility suggested by Sinanons (1964) 
was the tendency of cooperating teachers to over-rate student teachers 
because of the close personal relationships established and the fact that 
student teachers usually strive to please their cooperating teachers. A 
study by Wilkinson (1963) revealed that cooperating teachers were neglect­
ing specific classroom behaviors in their evaluations and emphasizing per­
sonal qualities which did not adequately describe student teaching. Fur­
thermore, many cooperating teachers probably hesitate to assign C's because 
this may significantly alter the student's opportunities for a teaching 
position. Superintendents are not likely to look upon C as an average 
grade and would hesitate to give consideration to a prospective teacher who 
received a C in student teaching. 
Among suggestions made by Allee (1968, p. 6) in an attempt to deal 
with the problem of the assignment of high grades for student teaching were 
the establishment of "a rationale for assigning a letter grade," more gen­
eral agreement and understanding among supervisors "as to the criteria for 
each grade." dissemination of information to school personnel in regard to 
these criteria, and re-orientation of the student teachers in terms of 
standards of performance. Other teacher educators (Ryan, 1969; Shuman, 
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1966; Meyer and Quick, 1970) recommended eliminating the use of the letter 
grade for student teaching and replacing it with a satisfactory-unsatisfac­
tory or credit-no credit system, supplemented by an evaluation form to be 
included in the student's credentials. Aven and Breazier (1969, p. 47) 
reported that 81 percent of the 200 superintendents surveyed in Missouri 
replied that the written evluation provided enough pertinent information 
and that a letter grade for student teaching was unnecessary. 
Problems associated with objectivity 
One of the factors which decreases the effectiveness of the message 
communicated by a single grade in student teaching is that there is often a 
lack of objective criteria upon which the grade is based. The problem of 
evaluating student teaching is simply one aspect of the overall problem of 
determining what is meant by teaching effectiveness. Although considerable 
research effort has been spent in trying to define effective teaching, many 
investigators would agree with Rosenshine (1970, p. 296) who summarized a 
review of research on instruction with the statement, "Researchers are only 
beginning to develop tools and concepts for the evaluation and study of 
instruction." One problem in grading student teachers is, therefore, lack 
of reliable, valid tools which can be used to provide the evidence neces­
sary for the assignment of marks. 
Even when cooperating teachers strive to be objective in their rat­
ings, they are handicapped by being exposed to a limited number of student 
teachers. Their expectations for level of performance might be different 
if they could view the performance of a large number of studenc ceacheis. 
One of the criticisms of the traditional grading system listed by Thorndike 
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(1969, p. 760) was that grades are an "inaccurate assessment of competence 
and are not used in a comparable way from school to school, ... or 
instructor to instructor." It would appear that this criticism could be 
applied to the grading procedure for student teachers. 
Different frames of reference 
Davies and Amershek (1969) pointed out that there is often a differ­
ence of opinion among cooperating teachers, college supervisors, and stu­
dent teachers on what constitutes effective teaching. This difference of 
opinion, particularly among cooperating teachers, influences the grades 
they assign for their student teachers. As indicated by Ryan (1969, p. 19), 
the evaluation of teaching is based "on a set of objectives or criteria 
that depend on interpretation . . . which is colored by the background and 
philosophy of the supervising teacher." The grade a student teacher 
receives, therefore, is often a function not only of ability but also of 
the center and cooperating teacher to whom the student teacher is assigned. 
After analyzing responses by student teachers to a question in which they 
were asked to list the things they would tell their best friend to do in 
order to get an A from their present cooperating teacher, Sorenson (1967, 
p. 178) tentatively concluded: 
A student's grade in practice teaching probably depends in large 
part on whether he is well matched or mismatched with his super­
vising teacher on the basic preference as to concepts of the 
teacher's role and such variables as dependence versus indepen­
dence. 
The fact that different frames of reference are used for defining 
teaching effectiveness was reflected in the differences in the ratings 
given student teachers by those involved in the student teaching experience. 
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Studies conducted by Morgan (1971), Scares and Soares (1971), Gritzmacher 
(1967), and Howell (1965) reported results of comparisons of ratings made 
of and by student teachers. 
Morgan (1971) explored the extent of agreement among college super­
visors, cooperating teachers, student teachers, and pupils regarding evalu­
ation and grading of student teachers. Subjects in the study were 40 coop­
erating teachers in secondary schools, 40 student teachers, 3,500 pupils, 
and 3 college supervisors in St. Louis, Findings revealed that the college 
supervisors and pupils tended to give lower evaluations of the student 
teaching experience and to recommend significantly lower grades than did 
the cooperating teachers and student teachers. The cooperating teachers 
tended to evaluate the student teaching experience higher than did any of 
the other three groups. Although a number of the student teachers rated 
themselves as average on the self-evaluation form, none recommended being 
given a C. A majority of the participants tended to recommend letter 
grades for the student teachers which differed from the grades actually 
received. As a result of tliese findings, Morgan (1971) recommended that 
the university explore the possibility of eliminating its present system of 
assigning letter grades for the student teaching experience. 
A further example of differences in ratings was illustrated in the 
study by Soares and Soares (1971). Seven sets of ratings were obtained, 
one from the student teachers as they would rate themselves, one as they 
thought the cooperating teacher would rate them, and one as they thought 
the colleRe supervisor would rate them; one from the cooperating teachers 
with their ratings and one as they thought the students would rate them­
selves; and one from the college supervisors with their ratings and one as 
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they thought students would rate themselves. Results indicated signifi­
cantly higher self-concepts for student teachers than the ratings given 
them by their cooperating teachers and college supervisors. Both cooperat­
ing teachers and college supervisors assigned the student teachers lower 
ratings than they thought the students assigned themselves. On the other 
hand, the students thought their cooperating teachers would rate them 
higher as prospective teachers than the cooperating teachers did. 
Gritzmacher (1967, p. 115) reported a correlation of .26 (N=60 match­
ing pairs) between ratings of college supervisors and student teachers. 
The correlation between the student teachers' perceptions of themselves and 
the cooperating teachers' ratings was .21 (N=70 matching pairs). Student 
teachers tended to rate themselves higher than either the cooperating 
teacher or college supervisor. She concluded that "these comparisons 
indicate that college supervisors, cooperating teachers, and student teach­
ers look at the student teacher's performance from differential points of 
view" (p. 115). 
Somewhat better agreement was found between ratings of progress made 
by home economics student teachers in a study conducted by Howell (1965). 
Fifty student teachers and nine cooperating teachers in six centers 
responded to 12 groups of items dealing with different aspects of the stu­
dent teaching experience. Student teachers over-rated their progress 
involving five groups of items at two centers and under-rated themselves 
for seven groups of items at five centers (Howell, 1965, p. 32). When 
responses of all cooperating teachers and student teachers were paired, 
there" was agreement between the judgments of levels of progress in approxi­
mately 75 percent of the pairs. Howell (1965, p. 66), however, did report 
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"hoiuo luck oC iigrecment between their judgments at all of the centers 
toward some groups of items." 
Summation 
In summary, there are a number of factors which tend to block the 
effectiveness of the message communicated by the student teaching grade. 
Among these factors are proportion of high grades assigned, the lack of 
objective evidence on which to base the assignment of grades, and the dif­
ferent frames of reference used to determine effectiveness of teaching. It 
would appear, therefore, that the traditional A,B,C,D,F system of grading 
provides the employer with more limited information than he may be aware. 
A less-defined grading system, such as satisfactory-fail, would also pro­
vide limited information, but it may encourage more careful consideration 
of factors other than the grade. Neither grading system, however, as a 
single source of information, would adequately fulfill the communication 
aspect of grading. 
Grades as Conveyors of Information to Students 
The primary emphasis for this purpose of grading is on the information 
provided to the student about the degree of progress and achievement which 
is being made. Because of the many dimensions involved in teaching, a 
single summary symbol does not adequately convey to the student teacher the 
kind of guidance which is necessary if her potential is to be realized. 
Tliorndike (1969, p. 760) provided support for this idea in his statement, 
"To the extent that goals are seen as multitudinous, unrelated, and dif­
fuse, any system of summarizing symbols will be inadequate and perhaps 
meaningless." 
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A further difficulty associated with the information conveyed by 
grades for student teaching is related to the issue discussed previously. 
The fact that the percentage of high grades assigned is relatively large 
may lead student teachers to believe they are performing at a higher level 
than they actually are. Allee (1968, pp. 5-6) was concerned that the 
assignment of unrealistically high grades would lead students to rational­
ize an average performance into a very acceptable performance and, there­
fore, "reduce his chances of establishing a realistic standard of excel­
lence." 
A more detailed system of evaluating student teaching than that of 
assigning a grade appears to be necessary. A continuous process of evalua­
tion throughout the student teaching experience would be more likely to 
convey the necessary information to the student than merely the assignment 
of a grade at the end of the experience. Neither the traditional A-F sys­
tem or a satisfactory-fail system, therefore, would adequately fulfill this 
purpose of grading. 
Grades as Motivators 
Grades have traditionally been used as extrinsic sources of motiva­
tion. Although, as pointed out by Bigge (1964, p. 291), extrinsic motiva­
tion does work in the sense that it leads to learning, it is condemned by 
educational psychologists "as undesirable because the learner tends to for­
get what he has learned as soon as his extrinsic purpose is met." In the 
student teaching situation, in particular, it is hoped that motivation to 
learn and to perform at as high a level as possible would be intrinsic. 
Sinco student teaching is the culminating experience for an education 
Il 
major, it is assumed that success in this venture is satisfying in itself; 
therefore, grades as motivators should not be necessary. 
An extrinsic source of motivation which is present in most student 
teaching situations is the letter of recommendation from the cooperating 
teachers. If extrinsic motivation is necessary to motivate some students, 
it is often present in this form even when the traditional letter grade is 
not used. 
Effects of the Grading Procedure 
It has been implied that neither the traditional nor an alternative, 
satisfactory-fail, system of grading student teaching serves as an adequate 
source of information to the student teacher or the prospective employer. 
The hope was also expressed that sources of intrinsic motivation would be 
more influential in determining the performance of the student teacher than 
an extrinsic source, such as a grade. If, therefore, the alternative grad­
ing system does not fulfill the purposes of grading to any greater degree 
than the traditional system, the basis on which it is given consideration 
may be questioned. 
A factor in addition to examination of the purposes of grading which 
merits consideration in the grading issue in relation to student teaching 
is the effect of the grading procedure on the student teacher. Common 
among hypothesized effects stated by Bremer (1970, p. 25) was "their nega­
tive influence on the student teaching process by contributing to anxiety, 
conformity, and reduced freedom to learn." Erickson and Ruud (1967, 
p. 733) also reported that anxiety about how they would be graded in stu­
dent teaching was an area of concern expressed by 75 percent of the 90 stu­
12 
dent teachers in their study. Aspects of the student teaching experience 
which may be affected by the anxiety associated with student teaching are 
the learning environment and the relationship between the cooperating 
teacher and student teacher. Although some degree of anxiety is normal and 
may promote learning, the degree discussed in the following section is that 
which would inhibit learning. 
Student teaching environment 
In relating the objectives of student teaching, Shaplin (1962) 
advanced the idea that a primary purpose was to help the student teacher 
learn to analyze, criticize, and control his own teaching behavior. A sim­
ilar purpose was stated by the National Education Association in 1967 when 
they indicated that "student teaching should be a creative, fulfilling 
experience and at the same time provide for critical analysis" (Davies and 
Amershek, 1969, p. 1378). Purpel (1967, p. 21) commented that a fundamen­
tally important function of student teaching "is to provide another focus 
for the development of the student's individual, autonomous teaching 
style." If these objectives are to be met, an environment needs to be 
created which "fosters personal and professional acceptance, nurtures open­
ness, and supports individual growth and development in its various con­
structive dimensions ..." (Collier, 1969, p. 57). 
Wilhelms (1967, p. 241) contended that this kind of environment was 
not always present when he stated; 
And while the traditional final semester of student teaching has 
(ipened up so much opportunity for self-revelation, it has done so 
in a period of such high emotional strain as almost to preclude 
calm self-assessment and insight-based growth. 
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Andrews (1969, p. 52) voiced his agreement when he listed one of the four 
limitations of student teaching as "pressures on students which often vir­
tually prevent reasonable growth and development." Bremer (1970, p. 6) 
added that it was unfortunate that during this time of stress student 
teachers were tempted to copy the style and beliefs of their cooperating 
teachers rather than developing their own uniqueness and "potential for 
creative contributions to teaching." Fuller et al. (1967) also indicated 
that the most common reaction when views of the cooperating teacher and 
student teacher differed was for the student teacher to try to absorb the 
difference and to imitate the cooperating teacher. 
Combs (1965) further attacked the use of letter grades for student 
teaching by stating, "Learning to be a teacher is a developmental task of 
increasing uniqueness" (p. 101) and "The kind of learning required for get 
ting A's seldom leaves room for the student's own purposes or involvement" 
(p. 50). A recommendation by Jackson (1970, p. 96) was to remove grade 
aspirations and concentrate on the clinical aspects of student teaching. 
An atmosphere free from the pressure of being graded or of grading could 
enable both the cooperating teacher and student teacher to concentrate 
their energies on the task of discovering an effective style of teaching 
for the student teacher. 
Relationship between the cooperating teacher and student teacher 
The role of the cooperating teacher and college supervisor during the 
student teaching experience is meant to be one of guiding, assisting, and 
counseling rather than one of judgment. That this is not always the case 
14 
is reflected in feelings expressed by student teachers interviewed by staff 
at the University of Texas (Fuller et al., 1967, p. 173): 
Their relationships with their supervising teacher were almost 
unanimously conceded by graduating students to be the single most 
critical experience in all their teaching preparation. Most stu­
dent teachers who survived were well aware of their supervising 
teacher's covert attitudes toward them. They demonstrated con­
siderable skill in establishing relationships attuned to the 
supervising teacher's needs. 
Students at the University of Texas said, "Don't tell your cooperating 
teacher what you are really wondering because then you won't get a good 
grade" (Fuller et al., 1967, p. 166). Keelan (1972) reported that one of 
the .ircas in which student teachers were least satisfied with their cooper­
ating teachers was in terms of communication. Lack of communication among 
those involved in the student teaching situation was also implied in the 
studies reported previously (Morgan, 1971; Soares and Soares, 1971; 
Gritzmacher, 1967; and to some extent in Howell, 1965) in which student 
teachers did not seem to be aware of the judgments made by their cooperat­
ing teachers and they, in turn, were not aware of the student teachers' 
perceptions of the situation. These findings tend to demonstrate the lack 
of freedom experienced by student teachers to share their real concerns 
with their cooperating teachers and the subsequent reduction in the effec­
tiveness of the cooperating teacher-student teacher relationship. The stu­
dent teacher needs to recognize that she is learning how to teach, and a 
vital part of this learning process is the freedom to question and discuss 
problems. Freedom to discuss failures and frustrations with the cooperat­
ing teacher without fear of jeopardizing the grade is as important as dis­
cussion of successful experiences. 
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That the student teaching experience is generally a time of stress and 
anxiety with detrimental side effects has some support in the literature. 
On the other hand, Bremer (1970, p. 78) commented that student teachers 
might not "perceive the letter grading system as a threatening factor 
because of the historical pattern of high grades assigned to student teach­
ers." Empirical evidence is needed to determine whether or not a change in 
the grading system would reduce the stress which was associated with stu­
dent teaching by the majority of authors cited, as well as creating an 
environment open to communication and creative behavior. 
Background and Objectives of Study 
Faculty members in the Department of Home Economics Education at Iowa 
State University submitted a request to the University Curriculum Committee 
during spring quarter, 1971, in which they asked permission to grade stu­
dent teaching on a trial satisfactory-fail basis to begin winter quarter, 
1971. Permission was granted to grade student teachers on this basis fall 
quarter, 1971, with the stipulation that a return to the traditional grad­
ing system be made winter quarter. 
It was recognized by the faculty that evidence would be needed upon 
which a decision about future grading practices could be based. The over­
all objective of this study, therefore, was to examine selected aspects of 
the student teaching experience under the satisfactory-fail (S-F) and A,B, 
C,D,F, (A-F) systems of grading. Specific objectives were: 
1. Develop ;tnd .inalyze instrumentation to be useil to determine 
effects of the S-F and A-F grading systems on the student teaching 
experience. 
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2. Compare the attitudes of the student teachers and cooperating 
teachers toward the student teaching experience under the S-F and 
A-F grading systems as measured by paper-and-pencll Instruments. 
3. Compare performance of the student teachers under both grading 
systems via analysis of audiotapes of class sessions taught by the 
student teachers, judgment of the cooperating teacher, and self-
judgment. 
4. Compare relationships among factors from the student teacher and 
cooperating teacher Instruments under the S-F and A-F grading sys­
tems . 
The general hypotheses which were to be tested In the study were: 
1. There is no difference in the attitudes of student teachers toward 
the student teaching experience under S-F and A-F grading systems. 
2. There is no difference in the performance of student teachers 
under S-F and A-F grading systems. 
An assumption was made that there would be no differences between the 
students who were in H. Ed. 407 Student Teaching during fall and winter 
quarters. A limitation of the study was that policies related to the 
assignment of student teachers to the student teaching centers and 
restraints Imposed by the University Curriculum Committee did not permit 
the random assignment of student teachers either to treatments or centers. 
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review of literatueie 
Within the past few years, a growing number of colleges and universi­
ties have made changes in their grading policies. Since the focus of this 
study was a satisfactory-fail grading option, the information presented in 
this section is limited to that dealing with pass-fail or satisfactory-fail 
grading options. Aspects of the changes in grading discussed are extent of 
use by institutions of higher education, use by students, rationale or 
purposes upon which changes in grading practices were based, results of the 
use of pass-fail, and the use of pass-fail for grading student teachers. A 
review of possible instruments for use in measuring effects of grading sys­
tems follows the discussion of pass-fail grading. 
Use of the Pass-Fail Grading System 
Extent o f use 
An extensive survey was conducted by the American Association of Col­
legiate Registrars and Admissions Officers (AACRAO) to determine grading 
policies at their 1,696 member institutions in 1971 (AACRAO, 1971). 
Replies were received from 77 percent of the institutions, which repre­
sented approximately one-half of the institutions listed in the Education 
Directory, Higher Education, 1970-71, published by the U. S. Office of Edu­
cation. Among the purposes of the survey were determination of (a) the 
nature and extent of changes from the traditional grading system, (b) the 
rati' and recency of change in grading systems, and (c) the anticipated 
nature of grading systems in the near future (AACELAO, 1971, p. 1). 
In response to the question about the type of grading system being 
used, 52 percent of the institutions indicated traditional, 46 percent 
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indicated use of a combination of traditional and non-traditional policies, 
and two percent stated use of non-traditional systems exclusively (ÀÂCRAO, 
1971, p. 9). In a similar, but less extensive, survey of 150 selected 
four-year colleges and universities, Quann (1970b, p. 485) reported that 68 
percent offered a pass-fail or similar option and 20 percent offered no 
grading options, A higher proportion, 80 percent, of the 121 chapters sur­
veyed by Phi Beta Kappa (1969, p. 3) indicated some pass-fail option avail­
able. Since the AACRAO study reported that there were differences in grad­
ing practices by size and type of institution as well as by geographic 
location, the differing percentages reported in the studies may reflect 
differences in the institutions selected for each sample. 
The most common modification in grading policies reported by the 
AACRAO (1971, p. 1) survey was the pass-fail or credit-no credit option. 
It was utilized in 61 percent of the responding institutions on a partial 
basis and by two percent, exclusively. Pass-fail was most popular among 
large institutions, with 96 percent of those with enrollments above 20,000 
reporting its use. Institutions in the Western Association of Schools and 
Colleges reported the highest percentage (65 percent) of use by geographic 
area. 
Although the pass-fail or a similar option is reportedly widely used, 
the AACRAO (1971, p. 2) report pointed out that in the institutions sur­
veyed, the majority (61 percent) reported that fewer than 10 percent of 
their students utilized the option, and 86 percent responded that less than 
one-fourth of the courses required Cor the degree could be taken pass-fail. 
It appeared, therefore, that a majority practice by institutions involved a 
decided minority of students and courses. The results of a survey of a 
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specific institution (Quann, 1971a, p. 543) were in agreement with the 
AÂCRAO conclusion in that only seven percent of total course enrollment was 
under the pass-fail option. Only 38 percent of the students at the Univer­
sity of Wisconsin who were eligible to take pass-fail courses actually did 
so (Phi Beta Kappa, 1969, p. 3). 
Specific practices in the use of the pass-fail system varied. Fifty-
five percent of the institutions limited its use to elective courses 
(AACRAO, 1971, p. 1). Availability of the option to students at different 
levels was reported by the Phi Beta Kappa (1969, pp. 3-4) study. Forty-
three percent of the chapters responded that the option was open to all 
under- and upperclassmen; 15 percent gave it to sophomores and upperclass-
men; 36 percent gave it only to juniors and seniors; and 1 percent gave it 
only to seniors. In a survey of 150 institutions, Quann (1970b, pp. 486-
487) found that 62 percent made their grading options available to all 
undergraduates; 19 percent limited them to sophomores, juniors, and 
seniors; and 18 percent allowed only juniors and seniors to utilize them. 
Quann (1971b, p. 2443) also reporced that the pass-fail option was usually 
made available to undergraduate students on the basis of at least one 
course per quarter or semester and that students had to be in good academic 
standing for the option to be available to them. 
The AACRAO (1971, p. 3) survey explored the rate of change in grading 
systems and found that it was accelerating. Major changes had occurred 
within the previous year or were in progress at one-third of the institu­
tions, with 81 percent reporting changes within the past six years. Forty-
one percent predicted that their grading systems would become less tradi­
tional. 
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Characteristics of students selecting pass-fail options 
Limited information was found about characteristics of students select­
ing the pass-fail option. Pascal (1967, p. 2) found that, among second-
semester seniors at the University of Michigan, those who chose pass-fail 
had significantly higher cumulative grade point averages than those who did 
not. Stallings, Wolff, and Maehr (1969, p. 90) reported that pass-fail 
students at Cortland had significantly higher grade point averages than 
non-pass-fail students and that they also carried heavier course loads. An 
analysis of cumulative grade point averages by Quann (1971a, pp. 548-549) 
at Washington State University indicated a tendency for pass-fail enrollees 
as a group to have a slightly higher grade point average than non-pass-fail 
users. He also reported that the highest proportion of students enrolling 
in pass-fail courses had grade point averages in the 2.50 to 2.99 range, 
and the lowest proportion of students enrolling in pass-fail courses were 
in the 1.99 or less category. At Princeton, however, no difference was 
found between the grade point average of those who did or did not take the 
option (Karlins, Kaplan, and Stuart, 1969, p. 46). The higher grade point 
averages of pass-fail enrollees at some institutions may be partly due to 
the academic requirements for eligibility for the pass-fail option. 
Stallings and Smock (1971, p. 156) found that over a period of five 
semesters, proportionally, lower classmen elected the pass-fail option less 
frequently than upperclassmen, excluding graduate students. Explanations 
given for this finding were that many courses taken by lower classmen were 
rpniiiroH courses which could not be taken on the pass-fail basis and that 
uppcrclassmcn were more likely to have the academic standing required for 
eligibility for the pass-fail option. Juniors and seniors tended to take 
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"proportionally more 100 level course elections for pass-fail than 200 and 
300 level course elections" (p. 156). 
A different aspect of student election of satisfactory-unsatisfactory 
courses was explored by Fisher (1971, p. 752-A) at The Pennsylvania State 
University. A randomly selected sample of 747 students was stratified on 
two variables, use or non-use of the satisfactory-unsatisfactory option and 
undergraduate college. A questionnaire and selected items from the Clark-
Trow Typology of College Student Subcultures were administered to the stu­
dents. Findings indicated that some students, "academics," proved to have 
significantly more consistent reasons for election of satisfactory-unsatis-
factory than other students, "collegiates" and "vocationals." However, 
students with the least consistent reasons for election, "collegiates" and 
"vocationals," elected the option more often than students with the most 
consistent reasons for election, "academics" and "non-conformists." 
Basis for use of the pass-fail grading option 
The basic reasons given for implementation of the pass-fail grading 
option were similar from one institution to another. The major objectives 
of this grading option, as summarized by the Pass-Fail Study Committee of 
Phi Beta Kappa (1969, p. 1), were (a) to encourage students to "pursue 
courses in 'academically unfamiliar' areas without fear of a poor grade," 
(b) to encourage students to "display greater motivation and intellectual 
curiosity [than was displayed] under traditional programs," and (c) to per­
mit students "to study or learn without the pressure or emotional strain" 
associated with traditional methods of evaluaciou. 
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Quann (1970a, p. 4) included additional purposes of pass-fail as fol­
lows: 
minimize the fear of failing; reduce anxieties stemming from com­
petition for grades; [provide opportunities for] freedom, flexi­
bility, and experimentation; help students experience joy of 
learning for its own sake; encourage greater communication 
between students and faculty as to the meaning of evaluation; 
provide a better intellectual environment by placing initiative 
for learning with the student; emphasize individual guidance 
through detailed evaluation of the students' work, rather than 
rank ordering of students; and provide an opportunity, without 
grade point consideration for students to assess their own inter­
ests and abilities. 
From a survey of 150 institutions, Quann (1970b, p. 486) reported that 
34 percent of those responding indicated that their grading option was 
adopted to encourage students to explore subjects outside their major area 
without fear of lowering their grade point average. Seven percent selected 
minimization of fear of failing as their objective for implementation, and 
another seven percent said their objective was to facilitate intellectual 
exploration and broaden the student's education. Five percent were con­
cerned about the undesirable effects of their present grading systems. 
Reports from institutions in which the pass-fail option was introduced 
indicated that the objectives were met with varying degrees of success. In 
addition, findings varied from institution to institution with the result 
that conclusions drawn were not consistent. Results of a number of studies 
dealing with the use of the pass-fail grading option are reported in the 
following sections. 
Courses selected under pass-fail 
A number of studies have explored the extent to which students have 
taken subjects outside their major area because of the pass-fail option. 
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In a study conducted at Southern Illinois University (Reiner and Jung, 
1970, pp. 8-9), a tabulation was made of the number of pass-fail and regu­
lar registrants who enrolled for courses within and outside their disci­
plinary area. The results of a chi-square test were that significantly 
more pass-fail than regular students (56.85 percent as opposed to 43.15 
percent) registered for courses outside their disciplinary area. When stu­
dents were asked if they would have taken the course for a regular grade if 
the pass-fail option had been non-existent, 60 percent indicated they would 
have taken it and 34 percent would not have enrolled for it. 
The percentage was approximately the same at Princeton where 68 per­
cent indicated they would have taken the course even if it had not been 
offered pass-fail (Delohery and McLaughlin, 1971, p. 4). Nations (1972, 
p. 4993-A) at Florida State University reported that 54 percent would have 
taken the same course on an A-F basis, and Meisenholder (1971, p. 68) found 
that 60 percent of the students in his sample at the University of Denver 
would have taken the same course. A much higher percent, 87, of the stu­
dents at Washington State University would have enrolled in the course even 
if it had not been available under the pass-fail option (Quann, 1971a, 
p. 545). However, since more than 70 percent of all pass-fail enrollments 
in that university were in courses that met general university requirements 
for graduation, the students would have had little choice about whether or 
not they took many of the courses. In a questionnaire mailed to Ohio Uni­
versity undergraduates. Bain, Hales, and Rand (1971, p. 17) asked students 
vhy they hcd elected the pas^-fail onttnn. Only nine percent had selected 
it for purposes of exploring an unfamiliar academic area. Few students at 
the University of Wisconsin chose courses far removed from their academic 
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areas (Phi Beta Kappa, 1969, p. 3). Conversely, Sgan (1969, p. 144) con­
cluded that the pass-fail option at Brandeis did cause students to alter 
somewhat their course enrollment patterns and to recognize additional areas 
for utilization of elective credits. 
In summary, the findings from the studies reported above indicated 
that the percentage of students using the pass-fail option to take courses 
they otherwise would not have taken ranged from 13 to 46 percent. This 
objective for implementing the pass-fail option, there^ has met with 
some degree of success, with the degree varying according to the institu­
tion. 
Achievement under pass-fail 
Achievement of students who elected the pass-fail option has been the 
emphasis in a number of studies. In some instances, students were asked 
to evaluate their performance; whereas, in other studies, the performance 
of the student was evaluated by the instructor. In two-thirds of the 
institutions involved in the AÂCRAO study (1971, p. 1), instructors were 
aware of the grading option selected by their students. In the institu­
tions surveyed by Quann (1970b, p. 491), 78 percent of the instructors were 
notified of the grading option selected by their students. Only 32 percent 
of the institutions contacted by Phi Beta Kappa (1969, p. 4) reported that 
grades were not recorded for pass-fail students, which implied that these 
instructors were aware of the option selected by the students. 
Delohery and McLaughlin (1971, p. 2) took a random sample of students 
at Virginia Polytechnic University (VPI) who were taking pass-fail courses 
and compared various aspects of their achievement with a random sample of 
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students being graded by traditional means. The mean cumulative grade 
point of students taking pass-fail hours and the grade point average for 
the quarter were significantly higher (p<,01) than for students in the 
other group. They also reported that students in the pass-fail group took 
more hours (p<.05) than students in the other group. Those allowed to take 
courses pass-fail at VPI were of at least sophomore standing and had to 
have a grade point average of 2.25 on a 4.00 scale. Courses selected could 
be electives and any of the required courses offered only on a pass-fail 
option. 
Reiner and Jung (1970, pp. 10-12) compared the actual performance of 
the 319 pass-fail registrants and 9,293 letter grade registrants at South­
ern Illinois University (SIU) with their expected performance. Students 
were registered in 137 different courses over a time period of six academic 
quarters. Fall, 1968 through Winter, 1970. Areas of concentration repre­
sented by the largest number of registrants were psychology, government, 
and sociology. Instructors were aware of the grading options selected by 
the students. 
A deviation score was calculated for each student by subtracting the 
cumulative grade point average earned prior to entering the course from the 
grade earned in the course. Slightly more pass-fail registrants did as 
well or better than expected (53 percent) than did less well than expected 
(47 percent). Only 14 percent performed considerably less well than might 
have been expected of them on the basis of their previous grade point aver­
age. 
When the performance of the pass-fail students was compared with that 
of the regular students, most of the pass-fail registrants did not perform 
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as well as their classmates. Only 33 percent of the pass-fail registrants 
performed above a level equivalent to the fiftieth percentile rank for 
their regular classmates. 
The students at SIU also responded to a questionnaire in which they 
were asked how the amount they learned in a pass-fail course compared with 
what they learned in an A-F graded course. Seventy-two percent believed 
they learned about the same; 13 percent, less; and 14 percent, more. Opin­
ion was equally divided among pass-fail students concerning the effect that 
the lack of a letter grade had on the amount of work they performed. 
Almost two-thirds of the students believed their motivation to learn was 
about the same in both types of courses. In answer to a question about 
their behavior if they had taken the pass-fail course as a regularly-graded 
course, 36 percent replied that they would have read more of the assigned 
readings, 13 percent would have attended more of the lectures, 56 percent 
would have studied harder for the quizzes; however, only 13 percent 
believed they would have gained more knowledge, and 10 percent would have 
been more interested in the course in general (Reiner and Jung, 1970, 
pp. 16, 44-46). 
Responses indicated that 40 percent of the faculty believed pass-fail 
students worked up to their capacity, and 31 percent did not believe this 
to be true. Only 10 percent of the faculty believed pass-fail students had 
more difficulty with the subject matter in their class than did the stu­
dents enrolled for a letter grade (Reiner and Jung, 1970, p. 16). 
Stallings and Smock (1971, p. 154) in a five semester evaluation at 
the University of Illinois found that "if pass-fail students had been cred­
ited with the grades assigned by their instructors, they would have aver­
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aged about .7 of a letter grade below their classmates." This was based on 
a comparison of the grades assigned for all pass-fail and regular courses 
for a student body of approximately 30,000. Responses to a 23 item ques­
tionnaire, mostly Likert scaled, indicated that although the pass-fail 
option was used "to avoid grade point pressure and to explore academic 
areas," students also reported that they "tended not to work as hard in 
pass-fail courses aiid that they tended to take their more difficult courses 
under pass-fail" (p. 157). 
The results of the faculty questionnaire suggested that the faculty 
were not enthusiastic about pass-fail. Eighty-three percent of the faculty 
did not believe students were using the pass-fail option for the purpose it 
was Intended to serve and thought the intellectual tone was lower when 
there were too many pass-fail students in a class. Seventy-two percent did 
not believe students did the assigned readings, and 66 percent indicated 
that students did "just enough work to earn a 'D' letter grade" (Stallings 
and Smock, 1971, p. 159). 
Pass-fail grades at the University of Wisconsin were generally lower 
than those under the normal grading system. The mean on graded courses for 
juniors was 3.21 on a 4.00 system but only 2.51 on pass-fail. The means 
for seniors were 3.22 and 2.61, respectively. Examination of the relation­
ship between the student's cumulative grade point average and his perform­
ance in pass-fail electives revealed that "of the grades earned under pass-
fail courses by students in the 3.75 to 4.00 range, 40 percent were A and 
none were F; for students in the 2.50 to 2.74 range, 5 percent were A and 2 
percent were F" (Phi Beta Kappa, 1969, p. 2). 
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At Washington State University, Quann (1971a, p. 543) reported that of 
all grades awarded during the three semesters studied, approximately seven 
percent were for pass-fail enrollment. Pass-fail enrollees were not iden­
tified in the classes and were assigned letter grades by their instructors 
which were converted to pass or fail by the registrar. When the mean grade 
distribution for all pass-fail enrollees was compared with all non-pass-
fail enrollees, it was found that regularly enrolled students earned pro­
portionately more than five times as many A's and nearly 50 percent more 
B's than pass-fail students. Conversely, pass-fail students received 
nearly four times as many D's and more than twice as many F's as the regu­
larly enrolled students. In addition, the percentage of C*s was substan­
tially higher for pass-fail students (47 percent compared to 26 percent). 
The distributions of grades earned in the College of Economics and Business 
and the College of Science and Arts, in which the highest percentages of 
pass-fail students were enrolled, were substantially the same as the all-
university grade distribution. Comparisons of letter-grade distributions 
in the other colleges, including home economics, were not made due to the 
low incidence of pass-fail enrollment within those colleges (Quann, 1971a, 
pp. 547-548). 
Von Wittich (1972) at Iowa State University investigated the impact of 
the method of grading on students enrolled in second- and third-quarter 
foreign language courses during the spring quarter, 1970. Instructors did 
not know under which grading option students were enrolled so recorded tra­
ditional letter grades for all students on the class lists. Of the 895 
subjects in her study, 305 were enrolled under the pass-fail system and 590 
under the conventional letter-grade system. A comparison of the performance 
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of the students revealed that there was a highly significant difference 
between the two groups with the pass-fail group receiving lower grades than 
the letter-grade group. Approximately 27 percent of the pass-fail students 
would have received grades of A and B; whereas, 64 percent of the non-pass-
fail students received grades of A and B (von Wittich, 1972, pp. 504-505). 
Grade distributions in other pass-fail subjects offered at Iowa State 
University were found to be almost identical to the distribution in the 
foreign-language courses, indicating that performance in all pass-fail 
courses was lower than when the student was being graded on the traditional 
letter-grade basis. Further examination of the data revealed that the dis­
tribution of grades, even for students with high grade poiiit averages, dif­
fered significantly in their performance in pass-fail courses, foreign lan­
guage or other, from their performance in non-pass-fail courses. For 
example, students with grade point averages ranging from 3.75 to 4.00 
received 35 percent A's in pass-fail courses as compared to 87 percent A's 
in courses taken under the letter-grade system (von Wittich, 1972, p. 508). 
Similar results were obtained in a study initiated by Karlins et al. 
(1969, p. 46) to evaluate Princeton's pass-fail system. They found that 
students received significantly better grades in their competitively graded 
courses than in their pass-fail subjects. In responses students gave to a 
questionnaire, many of them believed they learned more (48 percent), worked 
closer to their capacity (72 percent), were more motivated to learn, and 
participated more actively in numerically graded courses than in those 
marked pass-fail. 
Sgan (1970, pp. 642-643) reported a difference in the letter grades 
achieved spring term by students taking courses on a pass-fail basis and 
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those achieved by the students in their class year for freshmen, sophomores, 
and juniors. For seniors, there was no difference between the grade point 
average in pass-fail courses and the grade point average of the class. 
Freshmen had the most difficulty in pass-fail courses; 10 percent of the 
grades assigned to them in pass-fail courses were F's, Sgan suggested that 
there was a need for some preparation for first year students if pass-fail 
was opened to them as an option. 
Melsenholder (1971) interviewed 76 students at the University of Den­
ver who had elected pass-fail courses. When the students were asked to 
compare pass-fail courses with other elective and required courses, 87 to 
90 percent of them, respectively, responded that they felt less pressure to 
obtain a desirable grade, and 49 to 59 percent spent less time in prepara­
tion for pass-fail courses. A comparison of the cumulative grade point 
averages and the grade point averages for the quarter revealed that there 
were no significant differences. There was, however, a significant differ­
ence between the cumulative grade point averages and the grades earned in 
the pass-fail courses, with the pass-fail grades being lower. Students who 
reported that they used the pass-fail option because they felt uneasy about 
their background qualification in a particular subject area earned a mean 
pass-fail grade significantly higher than the mean pass-fail grade for the 
sample. On the other hand, students who used pass-fail because they did 
not want to be encumbered by the details of the course or so they would 
have more time to spend on areas not related to course work earned a mean 
pass-fail grade below the mean pass-fail grade for the sample (Melsenholder, 
1971, p. 126). His general conclusion was that "the decrement of academic 
performance associated with student utilization of the pass-fall grading 
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option is counter balanced by the increased educational opportunities pro­
vided under the pass-fail grading system" (p. 136). 
Further evidence that academic achievement was lower under the pass-
fail option was presented by Johansson, Rossman, and Sandell (1971). Two 
random samples were selected from the student body at Macalester College 
during the spring 1969 and 1970 registrations. Instructors were not aware 
of the grade option selected by the students. Ihe students who took a sat­
isfactory-unsatisfactory course had a higher cumulative grade point average 
than those who did not take an ungraded course, but their spring grade point 
averages were not significantly different. The average course grade com­
puted for courses taken on a satisfactory-unsatisfactory basis was more than 
one-half standard deviation lower than the students' spring grade point 
average, which excluded the course taken on the satisfactory-unsatisfactory 
basis. Further analysis showed no significant difference between spring 
grade point averages and cumulative grade point averages for S-U students 
but over one-half standard deviation between the spring grade point 
averages and cumulative grade point averages for the non-S-U students. The 
conclusions drawn were that the higher achieving students took the ungraded 
option, performed less well in the satisfactory-unsatisfactory course, and, 
compared to their cumulative grade point average, did not do as well as the 
non-satisfactory-unsatisfactory students (Johansson et al., 1971, p. 275). 
Eighty-seven percent of the students at Ohio University who elected 
the pass-fail option reported that they learned about the same or less in 
pass-fail as in regularly graded classes (Bain et al., 1971, p. 18). More 
students indicated less than indicated more motivation to learn under the 
pass-fail option in that 32 percent reported a lowering of motivation while 
12 percent experienced an increase in motivation, ûne-chiiù ol Lhe 272 
32 
students attempted to earn a grade which was just enough to pass; whereas, 
two-thirds of them tried to earn a grade about the same as their grade point 
average. 
Gold, Reilly, Silberman, and Lehr (1971), Cortland College, State Uni­
versity of New York, were interested not only in academic achievement of 
freshmen at the time pass-fail courses were offered but also explored the 
delayed effect by looking at grades the following semester and the first 
semester of the junior year. College freshmen voluntarily agreed to take 
all, one, or none of their courses on a pass-fail basis according to the 
group to which they were assigned by the investigators. These three groups 
were made up of a stratified sample of entering freshmen with low, middle, 
and high SAT-V scores, who were then matched by SAT-V scores and sex and 
assigned to one of the three groups. Instructors were not aware of the 
grading option selected by the students in their classes. 
The mean grade point average before conversion to pass-fail for fresh­
men taking all their courses on a pass-fail basis was 1.67 (C-), which was 
significantly lower than the 2.26 (Of) for controls who wanted but were 
denied pass-fail grading (Gold et al., 1971, p. 18). Even after returning 
to conventional grading, the former pass-fail students continued to get 
significantly lower grades than controls. Juniors taking one course on a 
pass-fail basis received significantly lower grades, before conversion, in 
their pass-fail course than did the controls. There was no compensatory 
improvement in the grades received in non-pass-fail courses. Gold et al. 
(1971, p. 20) summarized his results with the following comments: 
The academic decline observed under pass-fail grading in this 
study may be attributed to the students' previous experience. To 
students who have been extrinsically motivated throughout their 
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high school education, pass-fail grading may represent only an 
escape from serious study. For this reason, pass-fail grading 
might prove more beneficial if instituted earlier in the stu­
dent's career, before grade motivation becomes an obstacle. 
Information about the type of courses which could be taken on the 
pass-fail basis was not given for all of the studies reported in the pre­
ceding section. The only instance in which it was reported that the option 
was available for all courses was in the Gold et al. (1971) study. Johans­
son (1971), Quann (1971b), Karlins et al. (1969), and von Wittich (1972) 
indicated that courses taken under pass-fail were to be outside the major 
area. In instances where courses taken pass-fail are outside the major 
area of interest for the student or are taken to complete a general univer­
sity requirement, it is not surprising, in the view of the investigator, 
that academic performance is lower when the assignment of a letter grade is 
removed. As pointed out by Karlins et al. (1969, p. 46): 
. . . the effectiveness of the pass-fail system is undermined 
when a student's course load creates time pressures in his study 
schedule. When time is at such a premium, pass-fail courses must 
compete with numerically graded courses for a student's atten-
tion--and under these conditions it is most likely that a student 
will withdraw time from his pass-fail class and invest it in the 
"dividend-paying" numerically marked course, . . In an academic 
system where all courses are marked pass-fail or where students 
have sufficient time to devote themselves in their pass-fail 
studies, a pass-fail grading alternative will probably come much 
closer to fulfilling goals for which it was implemented. 
Although no statistical evidence was given, Shontz (1970) supported the 
idea of campus-wide use of pass-fail coupled with written evaluations of 
the student's performance in the course. This policy had been in operation 
at the University of California at Santa Cruz since 1965, and Shontz 
reported his belief that students were working as haiJ ai'id parfcrming a" 
well as under the letter-graded system. Studies from institutions which 
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have totally adopted the pass-fall option seem to be needed to aid In 
answering the question about the merits of pass-fall grading in relation to 
achievement. 
Reduction of anxiety under pass-fall 
A third aspect of the pass-fail grading system which deserves atten­
tion is the objective which deals with permitting students to learn without 
the pressure or strain associated with traditional methods of evaluation. 
The findings related to this aspect were consistent among the studies 
reviewed and indicated that this objective for the use of pass-fail grading 
was being met. 
Reiner and Jung (1970, p. 18) reported that 94 percent of the students 
responded in the affirmative to the statement, "The pass-fall course helped 
to reduce the tension of, and emphasis on, the course grade." When asked 
to select the best feature of a pass-fail course, 21 percent of the stu­
dents at SIU indicated that the best feature was the reduction of pressure 
associated with grades, and 18 percent Indicated that pass-fail courses 
"were an intellectual experience rather than an educational process of 
learning and reward" (p. 18). Quann (1971a, p. 549) concluded that the 
objective of reducing the anxiety that stems from the pressures of competi­
tive grading proved successful for those using the option. 
Avoidance of worry about a grade was among the reasons reported by 
Nations (1972, p. 4992-A) for use of the pass-fail option. The reason 
given by 53 percent of the students in Meisenholder's (1971, p. 59) study 
tor electing tne pass-fail option was co reduce the pieaauic luucicuL li'i 
the traditional grading system. Seventy-one percent of the students 
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believed the purpose of pass-fail was the removal of tension associated 
with the A-F system. Bain et al. (1971, p. 18) found that almost three-
fourths of the students reported less anxiety as a result of pass-fail 
courses. The reason given by 35 percent of the students at Princeton for 
taking pass-fail courses was to reduce tension of, and the emphasis on, 
course grades (Delohery and McLaughlin, 1971, p. 4). Sgan (1969, p. 144) 
concluded that the reduced worry and anxiety after the introduction of the 
pass-fail option had resulted in increased morale within the student body 
at Brandeis. 
Attitudes toward the use of the pass-fail grading system 
When asked by Quann (1971a, p. 547) to rate the importance of the pass-
fail program, more than 90 percent of the respondents in all classes in 
both years during which the option had been available at Washington State 
University indicated that continuation of the pass-fail option was of 
"high" or "very high importance." Students at Southern Illinois University 
(Reiner and Jung, 1970, p. 47) expressed very positive (44 percent) or pos­
itive (40 percent) feelings about the pass-fail grading system. This trend 
was repeated at Princeton (Karlins et al., 1969, p. 46) and the University 
of Washington (Morishima and Micek, 1970) where students overwhelmingly, 
though not unanimously, favored the pass-fail option and urged its expan­
sion to permit more students to exercise it in more courses. Responses to 
a questionnaire study given at the University of Michigan (Pascal, 1967) 
also revealed that students were well satisfied with the pass-fail option. 
Conversely, Johansson et ai. (1971, p. 273) luuad that there vac c 
reduction in number of students selecting the satisfactory-unsatisfactory 
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option the second year it was available. Almost one-half of the 1969 reg­
istrants took a satisfactory-unsatisfactory course; this percentage dropped 
to approximately one-third in 1970. Women and freshmen, in particular, 
tended to select the satisfactory-unsatisfactory option less frequently in 
1970. 
The only faculty reactions were reported by Reiner and Jung (1970, 
p. 50). The faculty attitude toward the pass-fail program at Southern 
Illinois University was expressed as being enthusiastic, 18 percent; 
enthusiastic with reservations, 31 percent; non-committal, 24 percent; 
slightly negative, 24 percent; and very negative, 4 percent. 
Pass-Fail Grading System for Student Teaching 
Limited information was found about the use of pass-fail or similar 
methods for grading the student teaching experience. These grading systems 
have either been little used, or formal study of them has not been made 
when they were implemented. 
Before making the decision to change from a letter grade to a credit-
no credit method for student teaching at Central Michigan University (Meyer 
and Quick, 1970, p. 12), school superintendents in Michigan and students at 
the University were surveyed for their reactions to the proposed change. 
When the superintendents were asked to express preference for either the 
letter grade or the credit-no credit system, 50 percent indicated it was 
immaterial to them, and 12 percent favored the credit-no credit option. . 
Many of the superintendents commented that, when hiring, the letter grade 
was much less significant chan the nacraLivc tepuLL ui. llsL ul cvaluâLlûa 
criteria upon which the student was rated. 
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Three groups of students at Central Michigan University (CMU) were 
surveyed, those currently enrolled in student teaching, those who had com­
pleted student teaching, and those who would be student teaching in the 
future. Of the 771 students to whom the survey was administered, 401 
favored the letter grade system and 370 the credit-no credit method. The 
letter grade system was preferred by those who had completed student teach­
ing or were still student teaching, but those who still had student teach­
ing ahead of them favored the credit-no credit system (Meyer and Quick, 
1970, p. 12). 
On the basis of the information collected, the faculty senate approved 
the proposal that an evaluation system of credit-no credit replace the let­
ter grade method for the student teaching experience. At the same time, 
the student teaching evaluation form was revised and an evaluation guide 
booklet developed for the benefit of the cooperating teacher. 
In 1969 a revised study was undertaken prior to implementing the 
credit-no credit option on a permanent basis, A change in student opinion 
was reflected in the fact that 75 percent of the students favored the 
credit-no credit method of evaluation with only 18 percent preferring a 
letter grade system and 7 percent indicating no preference. There was no 
difference this time in preferences between those who had completed or were 
doing student teaching and those who still had this experience before them. 
A few students believed they would be more motivated to do a good job if 
letter grades were given, but the predominant feeling was that the credit-
no crp'li'" mmrhnd removed anxiety from the experience and that they felt 
more free to assert themselves in trying their own ideas and less obliga­
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tion to imitate their teacher in order to obtain a grade (Meyer and Quick, 
1970, p, 13). 
The survey of the 429 cooperating teachers revealed that 83 percent 
preferred continuation of the credit-no credit procedure and 17 percent 
desired a return to letter grades. Many of the cooperating teachers com­
mented that the absence of a grade created a better rapport with the stu­
dent teachers. Reactions of the superintendents were similar in that 70 
percent preferred the credit-no credit system, 8 percent had no preference, 
and 15 percent saw value in the letter grade system (Meyer and Quick, 1970, 
p. 14). In conclusion, the preference for the continuation of the credit-
no credit system by the students, cooperating teachers, and superintendents 
led to its permanent adoption. 
The pass-fail grading option plus a written evaluation was used for 
grading student teaching at Tarkio College in Missouri, beginning in 1965-
66 (Breazier and Aven, 1969, p. 12). The education department conducted a 
survey of the student teachers who graduated between 1966 and 1968 to 
ascertain their beliefs about the way in which they had been graded. Sixty 
percent of the 55 persons responding to the questionnaire replied that they 
preferred the pass-fail system both as a student teacher and later as a 
teacher. Knowing they would be graded on the pass-fail basis reduced the 
anxiety of student teaching for 35 percent of the respondents, and 44 per­
cent said it allowed them to undertake meaningful activities rather than 
activities designed to impress the collcge supervisor and cooperating 
teacher. 
A survey of 27 teacher education institutions in Iowa was made by fac­
ulty in elementary education at Iowa State University to determine the 
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grading systems used for student teaching (departmental memorandum, 1971). 
In 1969-1970, five institutions reported using the pass-fail system. The 
general reactions of the cooperating teachers and student teachers were pos 
itive. They also indicated that no complaints had been made by school 
administrators because of the written recommendations available for their 
use. Likewise, Ryan (1969, p. 20) concluded from a survey of 200 superin­
tendents that they considered the "personal interview and the recommenda­
tion of the supervising teacher to be the most valid means of appraising 
prospective teachers." Grade in student teaching was ranked last among six 
sources of information influential in the selection of teachers. 
In contrast to the view of administrators mentioned above, three-
fourths of 24 principals questioned by Morgan (1971, p. 35) indicated that 
they believed the grade was of "much value" or "valuable" as a considera­
tion in hiring their first-year teachers. Of the 39 student teachers in 
the study, 89 percent believed their student teaching grade would be of 
"much value" or "valuable" in getting their first teaching job. No mention 
was made of written evaluations so it is not known whether or not this 
additional information was available. 
The purpose of a study conducted by Bremer (1970) was to investigate 
possible changes in dogmatism and beliefs about teacher classroom practices 
during student teaching as related to grading system, cooperating teachers' 
dogmatism, and student teachers' dogmatism. The two grading systems used 
were the traditional letter grade and satisfactory-unsatisfactory. The 
finding of relevance to this study was that the system of grading used by 
the student teacher did not appear to have any clearly definitive relation­
ship to changes in beliefs about classroom practices, nor did it appear to 
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affect the influence that a cooperating teacher might have on a student 
teacher. His conclusion was that the total experience of student teaching 
was responsible for changes that occurred rather than any of the factors 
studied, one of which was grading system. 
Further reactions to use of the pass-fail grading system were given in 
the rationale prepared by the faculty in the Department of Home Economics 
Education at Iowa State University in support of the use of satisfactory-
fail for student teaching (departmental memorandum. May, 1970). This 
rationale included the following excerpt from correspondence from Michigan 
State University, where the pass-no grade system had been used for 10 years 
(p. 1): 
It has avoided many of the earlier problems of relationships 
between public school supervisors and university coordinators in 
the determination of letter grade, has had a positive influence 
on the motivations of student teachers, and has been well 
accepted by the placement officers from the schools hiring our 
candidates. 
The major purposes of a study conducted by the Elementary Education 
Department at Iowa State University were to determine whether or not there 
were any differences in (a) student teacher achievement under satisfactory-
fail and the traditional letter-grade systems and (b) student teacher pref­
erence for the satisfactory-fail system as opposed to the A-F system 
(Brittingham and Taylor, 1972). The data which were collected and analyzed 
were evaluation paragraphs for each student teacher, grades earned in stu­
dent teaching, cumulative grade point average, and responses on an opinion-
naire. A limitation of the study was that "the reliability of the evalua­
tion paragraphs written by che cooperaLiug Lcâcher and the ur.ivcrsity 
supervisor as rated by teams of graduate students is so low in some cases 
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a s  t o  make the data essentially worthless" (Brittingham and Taylor, 1972, 
p. 18). Another limitation listed was that each student teacher had a dif­
ferent cooperating teacher for each session. 
A conclusion drawn from the study was that there were no consistent 
differences in student teacher performance under the two grading systems as 
judged by university supervisors or cooperating teachers. The previously 
reported limitation must be noted, however, in relation to this conclusion. 
Comments classified as personal qualities in the evaluation paragraphs 
written by the cooperating teachers were the best single predictor of let­
ter grade in student teaching. Of the student teachers participating in 
the study, 50 percent preferred the satisfactory-fail method, 8 percent 
preferred a letter grade, 5 percent preferred neither system, and 37 per­
cent marked "both," probably indicating no preference (Brittingham and 
Taylor, 1972, p. 20). 
Although pass-fail grading seemed to be used for grading student 
teaching in a number of institutions (memorandum from Elementary Education 
Department, 1971; Meyer and Quick, 1970), few published evaluations were 
available. Findings from the studies reviewed in this chapter provided 
limited information on the effects of pass-fail or similar types of grading 
systems on the student teaching experience. The need for further examina­
tion of attitudes toward and performance during student teaching under 
pass-fail and traditional grading systems seemed apparent. 
Instrumentation 
Aspects examined in the studies on pass-tail grading waicli were rele­
vant to this study were attitudes toward the course including degree of 
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anxiety experienced and level of performance. A search, therefore, was 
made for instruments which could be used to measure these characteristics. 
Measurement of attitudes toward student teaching 
The measurement of reactions, including feelings of anxiety, toward 
the student teaching experience was of interest in the present study. 
Instruments developed by Price (1970) and Parsons (1970) were related to 
this interest. 
Morale of student teachers The purpose of a study conducted by 
Price (1970) was to develop an instrument to measure student teacher morale. 
The approach used to measure morale was to ask individuals "to make quali­
tative judgments and express their feelings about the persons and things in 
their environment . . . ." which could then be quantified so that a score 
or index could be assigned (Bentley and Price, 1970, p. 1). This is in 
contrast to the approach in which individuals assess their own morale or 
job satisfaction. 
The preliminary form of the Purdue Student Teacher Opinionaire (PSTO) 
developed by Price (1970) consisted of 156 items and 14 factors which were 
believed to be dimensions of student teacher morale. The Purdue Teacher 
Opinionaire, which had been tested with over 3,000 teachers in two states 
(Rempel and Bentley, 1970), served as a basis for the development of the 
PSTO. 
The PSTO was submitted to a panel of experts composed of teacher edu­
cators to establish content validity. Upon recommendation of the panel, 
a A.VL xccuia wci.c uuiCLCu, ULiu uiic liLuauc u-i.  A. uiic; 
experimental instrument was then administered to 299 Purdue University stu­
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dent teachers upon their completion of student teaching (Price, 1970, 
p. 4861-A). 
Analysis techniques used with the data were item analysis, factor anal­
ysis, and the Kuder-Richardson internal consistency formula 21 for estab­
lishing reliability. The reliability coefficients for the 14 categories 
ranged from .59 to .93 with an overall reliability coefficient of .96. 
Criteria used for the selection of final items were size of item correla­
tions and factor loadings, logical relationship to the factor, and logical 
measurement of student teacher morale. The instrument was reduced to 100 
items and 14 factors (Bentley and Price, 1970, pp. 2-4). 
The revised instrument was administered to 362 student teachers and 
the data again analyzed and interpreted in accordance with the previously 
mentioned statistical procedures. The final form of the PSTO consisted of 
100 items and 12 factors. The twelve factors were; student teacher rap­
port with the supervising teacher, student teacher rapport with the princi­
pal, teaching as a profession, student teacher rapport with the university 
supervisor, community support of education, student teacher load, student 
teacher rapport with the students, student teacher rapport with the other 
teachers, satisfaction with housing, professional preparation, school facil­
ities and services, and curriculum issues (Bentley and Price, 1970, p. 5). 
Although it was believed some of the factors in the PSTO might be 
affected by grading system and, therefore, would be applicable to the pres­
ent study, the investigator decided not to use the instrument because of 
the number of factors which were not relevant to the study. The instrument, 
however, did provide ideas for some of the items to be included in the 
instrument developed by the investigator. 
Anxiety in teaching Parsons (1970) was interested in exploring the 
effects of anxiety on the behaviors of teacher trainees as they acquired 
the complex behaviors involved in learning to teach. Her major prediction 
was that anxiety as measured by the Teaching Anxiety Scale (TCHAS) would 
correlate negatively with teaching competence as measured by the Stanford 
Teacher Competence Appraisal Guide (STCAG). 
Because no anxiety scales specific to the teaching situation existed. 
Parsons (1970, p. 13) developed the TCHAS. The 25 items in the scale were 
based on the kinds of teaching situations believed to cause teachers to 
feel anxious. Two forms were prepared with a reliability coefficient of 
.93. Items were phrased in such a way that a response of 5, on a five 
point scale, on some items indicated a high degree of anxiety and on other 
items indicated low anxiety. 
In order to measure construct validity of the TCHAS, two other anxiety 
measures. The Manifest Anxiety Scale and the Test Anxiety Questionnaire, 
were administered to the 55 candidates in the Master of Arts Program in 
Secondary Teaching at Stanford University. Positive correlations, the 
majority of which were significant, were found between the three measures. 
The correlations ranged from .25 to .50 (Parsons, 1970, p. 63). Another 
validity check was made by comparing the ratings by the teaching supervi­
sors with the trainees' ratings on 19 of the 25 items on the TCHAS. When 
the trainee-supervisor pairs were correlated for each item, twelve signifi­
cant positive correlations, ranging from .24 to .54, were found (Parsons, 
1970, p. 29), 
In addition to the TCHAS, a four-item Anxiety Self Report (ASR) was 
developed. Two items dealt with global anxiety in the teaching situation 
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and two with anxiety of a more general nature. Parsons (1970, p. 79) 
reported that the two ASR items that dealt with teaching anxiety "predicted 
STCAG scores as well as or better than did the 25-itera TCHAS whole-scale 
scores." She pointed out that her results were consistent with those of 
other studies which "indicated that single global questions that are to the 
point may be better predictors of the behavior inquired about than longer, 
more indirect measures" (p. 79). 
The major hypothesis in the study, that anxiety would correlate nega­
tively with performance, was not supported although the relationship was in 
the hypothesized direction. Parsons (1970, p. 81) concluded in part, how­
ever, that "the unreliability of the STCAG at the time the anxiety measures 
were administered makes it impossible to conclude that anxiety and teaching 
competence were not significantly related in the dissertation sample." 
Since the TCHAS did seem to be a measure of anxiety in teaching, some 
of the ideas encompassed by the items were adapted for use in the present 
study. The TCHAS was not used in its entirety due to the number of aspects 
to be examined in this study and the decision that not all the facets of 
anxiety included in the TCHAS were related to the grading issue. 
Measurement of performance in student teaching 
The paucity of research on the evaluation of performance in student 
teaching was reported in the summary of a review of the literature by 
Gritzmacher (1967, p. 47), in which she stated; 
The literature contains little on the evaluation of student 
teaching in spite of the fact that student teaching is asserted 
to be the most important experience in teacher preparation. The 
problem of evaluating student teacher performance is complicated 
by the fact that researchers have not reached definitive conclu-
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sions about teacher effectiveness although much research effort 
has gone into this problem. 
Gritzmacher (1967, p. 7) stated that during the five-year period from 
1962 to 1967, there was only one study on evaluation of student teaching 
among the list of titles of theses in the Journal of Home Economics. From 
1967 to 1972 the only studies reported in the Home Economics Research 
Abstracts, a publication introduced in 1966, which dealt with evaluation of 
student teaching were by Forgrave (1970) and Mitchell (1971). Information 
on these studies is reported later in this chapter. 
Rating scales The use of rating scales for evaluating student 
teacher performance was supported by Gritzmacher (1967, p. 47) in her 
statement, "Rating scales appear to be the best method of evaluating stu­
dent teaching performance." Agreement with this view was found in the fol­
lowing statement by Bradley, Owen, Washington, and Kinney (1960, p. 49): 
Experience indicates that the most useful instrument for securing 
a quantitative appraisal of student teaching or regular teaching 
is a rating scale. The purpose of a rating scale is to standard­
ize the observations, both with respect to what is observed and 
as to how it is appraised. 
Forgrave (1970, p. 15) supported this view in her statement, "In this 
review rating scales were found to be widely used and accepted as measures 
of teaching effectiveness in home economics and in other fields." 
The three methods of determining content for rating scales given by 
Remmers (1963) were to base the content on a "systematic conception of 
teaching" (p, 369), obtain the "consensus of competent judges" (p. 370), 
or use the "critical incidents technique" (p. 371). Criteria suggested by 
Remmers (1963, p. 330) for judging rating scales as measuring devices wcic 
objectivity, reliability, sensitivity, validity, and utility. 
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Types of errors which affect the reliability and validity of rat­
ing scales were suggested by several writers (Ahmann and Clock, 1967; 
Bradley et al., 1960; Remmers, 1963). Rating biases including various 
response sets, such as halo effect, ratings which are all either too high 
or too low, or ratings which cluster around the mid-point of the scale were 
listed as limitations by Remmers (1963, p. 373), Ahmann and Clock (1967, 
p. 433), and Bradley et al. (1960, pp. 49-50). Other sources of bias 
listed by Remmers (1963, pp. 372-373) were (a) opportunity bias, undersam-
pling of important behaviors "which occur too infrequently to be contained 
in the time sample," (b) experience bias, differences in behavior exhibited 
by subjects with different levels of experience, and (c) criterion distor­
tion, which is "built into a rating scale by including several, similar 
substantially correlated behaviors." An additional type of error suggested 
by Ahmann and Clock (1967, p. 433) was inaccuracy of ratings due to the 
ambiguity of the scale. 
The study by Mitchell (1971) mentioned earlier was concerned with the 
development of an 89-item rating scale. Cooperating teachers and teacher 
educators in Louisiana were asked to rate on a five-point scale the impor­
tance of each item for evaluating student teaching. The analysis of vari­
ance revealed no significant differences in ratings for 82 of the 89 
items. This study, therefore, was limited in scope in that it dealt with 
only the development and not the use of the scale. 
On the basis of conclusions drawn after reviewing the literature, 
Oritzmacher (1967, p. 3) planned a study "to determine performances con­
tributing to effective and ineffective student teaching behavior by means 
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of the critical incident technique." A second purpose was to develop a 
rating scale based on the resulting data. 
Critical incidents were collected from student teachers, cooperating 
teachers, and college supervisors from 20 institutions. The 550 critical 
incidents obtained from the reports returned by the subjects served as a 
basis for the items included in the rating scale. The incidents describing 
ineffective behaviors were used as descriptions of behavior which were to 
be rated one and effective behaviors were used to describe behaviors to be 
rated five. Descriptions for the middle of the scale were written by 
Gritzmacher, The resulting 112 item scale was sent to 37 institutions with 
usable replies received from 399 persons. 
The major analysis technique which was used with the 112 item scale 
was the Darlington program "which involved partial correlations and valid­
ity coefficients (multiple correlation with the criterion, student teaching 
grade)" (Gritzmacher, 1967, p. 118). Methods used to determine reliability 
of the instrument were inter-rater reliability, split-half reliability, 
and item discrimination. The 35 item instrument (RS-35) which resulted 
from the analysis was once again distributed to a sample of cooperating 
teachers, student teachers, and college supervisors. By the cut-off dead­
line, 276 usable RS-35 rating scales had been returned. 
After use of the Spearman-Brown formula, the split-half reliability 
coefficient was .96 (N=112) and the inter-rater reliability coefficient was 
.65 for 61 matching pairs of cooperating teachers and college supervisors. 
Indices of discrimination placed one item below .20, 60 percent in the .20 
to .29 range, and 37 percent in the .30 to .39 range (Gritzmacher, 1967, 
pp. 114-115). On the five-point scale, 37 percent of the ratings were 4, 
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26 percent were 3, and 28 percent were 5. Thus, ratings were skewed toward 
the upper end of the scale. 
Content validity was assumed from the use of the critical incident 
technique for determining items. Criterion-related validity was based on 
the correlations of items with the student teaching grade. These correla­
tions ranged from .43 to .72, with a correlation of .78 between the total 
score and student teaching grade. 
One of the purposes of a study reported by Forgrave (1970) was to 
investigate the instrument, Evaluating Student Teaching in Home Economics 
(ESTHE), as a measure of student teaching effectiveness and to test for 
independence of its items. A comparison which she made of the items from 
Gritzmacher's (1967) RS-35 and the 21 items on the ESTHE revealed that they 
were measuring essentially the same competencies and behaviors. The RS-35 
was not tested for independence of items or the possible presence of sub-
scales which was one intent of the Forgrave study. 
Subjects in the study were 64 student teachers from Iowa State Univer­
sity during winter and spring quarters of 1969. The ESTHE was completed by 
20 cooperating teachers for each of the student teachers assigned to her. 
Inspection of the pooled within-group intercorrelation matrix resulted in 
the identification of five clusters and four isolates. Reliabilities of 
the clusters ranged from .50 to .88 (Forgrave, 1970, pp. 58-64). 
In order to estimate criterion-related validity, the correlations 
between the clusters and the grade assigned for student teaching were 
examined. The correlation? ranaprf from .43 to .74 and were significant 
well beyond the .01 level. The four subscales which were found to have a 
measure of criterion-related validity as evaluators of student teaching 
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competencies in home economics were learning activities implementation, 
personal characteristics, professional image, and pupil development. A 
further conclusion was that competencies measured by the four subscales of 
ESTHE items were interrelated and tended to describe a set of behaviors 
related to effective home economics student teachers rather than four 
unique behaviors. The cluster which appeared to be independent was one 
dealing with pupil involvement (Forgrave, 1970, pp. 65, 77). 
Although either the RS-35 or ESTHE could have been used in the present 
study, the RS-35 was selected because it would be unfamiliar to both the 
cooperating teachers and student teachers. The ESTHE was used in the cen­
ters throughout the quarter as a guide for discussing the performance of 
the student teacher. The ratings made by the student teachers and cooper­
ating teachers at the end of the student teaching period, therefore, prob­
ably would be less independent with use of a familiar instrument than they 
might be with use of an unfamiliar instrument. 
Observation systems In his review of literature dealing with the 
evaluation of classroom instruction, Rosenshine (1970, p. 286) commented on 
the lack of research dealing with the use of rating systems, one type of 
classroom observational instrument, in the following statement; 
In preparing this review, I found no anthologies of rating forms 
for observing teaching, no body of descriptive research resulting 
from the use of these instruments, and no reviews of research. 
This lack of attention to rating iforms is regrettable because 
recent research using fairly specific items with rating forms has 
yielded promising results. An estimate of the predictability of 
rating systems may be obtained by studying the results of seven 
investigations in which teacher behavior was described using cat-
systems and rating scales. In all the studies some items 
in each system were related significantly to the adjusted crite­
rion score or discriminated significantly among teachers grouped 
according to student achievement. However, in six of the studies 
the bi-variate correlations or F-ratios were higher for specific 
51 
rated behaviors (rating systems) than they were for specific 
counted behaviors (category systems). . . . The above results are 
too varied to attempt to synthesize the findings, but they sug­
gest that ratings are a useful source of information about an 
instructional program. 
In their discussion of the measurement of classroom behavior, Medley 
and Mitzel (1963, p. 299) also commented on the use of category and sign 
systems as direct observation techniques. The sign system as defined by 
Medley and Mitzel (1963, p. 299) appeared to be consistent with that of the 
term, rating system, used by Rosenshine (1970). They indicated that the 
category system was preferable when only one aspect of behavior was to be 
observed but that when "several aspects of behavior seem to be of equal 
importance, or when it is not known which aspects are important and which 
are not, the sign approach is preferable" (Medley and Mitzel, 1963, p. 299). 
An advantage of a rating system over a category system given by Rosenshine 
(1970, p. 286) was that an observer was able to consider clues from a 
variety of sources before making his judgment. Although Flanders (1969, 
p. 1434) commented in his summary of a report on teacher effectiveness that 
the most significant development during the decade of the I960's was "more 
powerful observation techniques which help in the analysis of what takes 
place in the classroom," it is important to note that most of the tech­
niques he described were category systems and focused on limited aspects of 
behavior. 
Selection of behaviors to include in a sign system involves identifi­
cation of a limited range of behavior relevant to the purpose of the study. 
Reliability estimates to be made include a coefficient of observer agree­
ment and a stability coefficient (Medley and Mitzel, 1963, pp. 253-254). 
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The construct validity of these measurements of behavior is dependent upon 
the fulfillment of three conditions (Medley and Mitzel, 1963, p. 250): 
(1) A representative sample of the behaviors to be measured must 
be observed, (2) An accurate record of the observed behaviors 
must be obtained. (3) The records must be scored so as to faith­
fully reflect differences in behavior. 
A major difficulty associated with the use of rating systems for 
observation of classroom behavior is the halo effect (Medley and Mitzel, 
1963, p. 305; Mouly, 1969, p. 1148). Medley and Mitzel (1963, p. 305) 
pointed out that the "potential effects of halo on observational records 
are equally as serious" as the effects on ratings. They did, however, 
state that "behavior items in which the effect of halo is not serious can 
be constructed" and that the "solution of the problem clearly depends on 
the construction of the items" (p. 306). Characteristics recommended for 
items within a sign system were "present tense, positive occurrence, and 
singular number" (Medley and Mitzel, 1963, p. 302). 
Other difficulties listed by Mouly (1969, p. 1148) were the error of 
central tendency, generosity or leniency error, and the lack of a common 
referent for scoring calibrations such as "excellent" or "seldom." A sug­
gestion for dealing with the latter difficulty was "practice sessions in 
which a group of raters attempt to reconcile the differences in their rat­
ings of a given phenomenon" (Mouly, 1969, p. 1148). This procedure helps 
in establishing "a common point of reference, in pointing out personal 
biases, and in clarifying the nature of the variable in question" (p. 1148). 
The anthology of observation systems found in Mirrors for Behavior 
(1970) was reviewed in an attempt to find an observation system suitable 
for use in the present study. Because the majority of systems focused on 
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one aspect of behavior or required that the observer be in the classroom in 
order to make certain judgments, none of these systems seemed applicable to 
the present study. 
Of interest to the investigator, however, was an instrument developed 
by Sprinthall, Whiteley, and Mosher (1964). Their study involved the 
exploration of the utility of a method for the prediction and evaluation of 
teacher effectiveness at the secondary level. The concept of cognitive 
flexibility, i.e., "the teacher's ability to think on his feet, to adapt 
teaching objectives, content, and method in process" (Sprinthall et al., 
1964, p. 5) was the theoretical basis for the study. The hypothesis to be 
tested in the study was, "Effective teaching is a function of cognitive 
flexibility" (p. 5). A basic assumption which was made was that indicators 
of cognitive flexibility-rigidity derived from two projective instruments 
would relate consistently to the observed teacher behavior in the classroom. 
Upon derivation of an operational translation of cognitive flexibility, 
teacher behaviors which could be regarded as relatively flexible and rela­
tively rigid were specified. These behaviors became the items in the rat­
ing scale which was designed to categorize and rate certain cognitive 
behaviors characteristic of teaching. The categories or subscales within 
the rating scale were "(1) personal cognitive characteristics (anxiety and 
planning), (2) cognitive attitude toward the pupil (responsiveness to the 
class), and (3) cognitive attitude toward subject matter and teaching (com­
munication)" (Sprinthall et al., 1964, pp. 9-11). Each item was to be 
rated on a 5-point cognitive flexibility-rigidity scale with a rating of 1 
denoting high cognitive flexibility. 
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The sample consisted of 28 teacher interns at the Harvard Graduate 
School of Education. Data collected included responses to two projective 
instruments and ratings based on a 50 to 60 minute class period taught by 
the intern and the conference which followed the teaching. The test data 
were then used to make predictions on each dimension of the rating scale. 
The overall rank order correlation between the expected (based on pro­
jective instrument ratings) and observed ratings of the teachers was .53 
and was reported as a significant relationship. A chi-square test, for 
which the sample was divided into three groups--seven most flexible, mid­
dle, and seven least flexible--was significant at the .001 level. The 
researchers concluded that there was strong support that performance was a 
function of cognitive flexibility (Sprinthall et al., 1964, p. 34). A par­
tial follow-up of the interns provided further support for the hypothesis 
in that three of those who had been classified as most rigid were dropped 
from the program, and two of those rated as most flexible were highly suc­
cessful in their programs. Although this instrument was not used in its 
entirety in the present study because evidence on which to base some of the 
ratings would not be available, ideas presented in the items contributed to 
the development of the observation system for the analysis of teaching. 
Support for the use of rating scales and observation systems in meas­
uring teacher effectiveness when efforts are made to counteract difficul­
ties associated with them was found in the literature. Although a wide 
variety of such instruments are undoubtedly being used by teacher educa­
tors, ff'w ofudles were found in which instruments relevant to this study 
were investigated. Those discussed in this section of the review were 
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related to one of the concerns of this study, i.e., measurement of perform­
ance of student teachers. 
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METHOD 
The major purposes of the study, as defined in the Introduction, were 
to develop instrumentation for use in determining effects of two grading 
systems and to compare attitudes and performance of student teachers under 
these grading systems. Discussion of the design of the study, hypotheses, 
selection and development of the instruments, and collection and analysis 
of the data are presented in this chapter. 
Design of the Study 
The study was experimental in design with method of grading as the 
experimental variable. The S-F grading system was used to grade student 
teachers fall quarter, and the A-F grading system was used winter quarter. 
The dependent variables were factor scores derived from instruments admin­
istered to the student teachers and cooperating teachers and ratings 
resulting from an analysis of tapes of class sessions taught by the student 
teachers. Since cooperating teachers were not randomly selected, they were 
treated as a fixed effect and the study regarded as a single replication of 
an experiment. Generalizability of the results of the present study would 
depend, therefore, upon the judgment regarding the comparability of the 
situation being considered with that described in this study. 
The design of the study was similar to the non-randomized control-group 
protest-posttest design described by Van Dalen and Meyer (1966, pp. 275-
276), although no data comparable to a pretest were collected at the begin­
ning of the study. For reasons stated previously, student teachers were not 
randomly assigned to treatments or student teaching centers. A t-test com­
paring mean cumulative grade point averages, 3.05 for S-F students and 3.00 
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for A-F students, revealed no significant differences between the two 
groups of student teachers (t=.41; 48 df). The standard deviation for the 
S-F group was .45 and for the A-F group .39. Mean responses to four items 
on the Just Suppose attitude inventory (Lehman, 1962) administered to all 
students prior to admittance to student teaching were also similar. The 
mean responses for the S-F student teachers on the four items were 61.91, 
58.48, 56.22, and 54.83 and for the A-F student teachers 61.84, 59.04, 
57.48, and 55.84. 
Hypotheses 
Empirical hypotheses developed from the objectives and general hypoth­
eses (Introduction, pp. 15 and 16) which were tested were; 
1. There is no difference between student teachers under S-F and A-F 
systems of grading in their performance and attitudes toward the 
student teaching experience as measured by factor scores on the 
Student Teacher Questionnaire and Evaluation of Student Teaching. 
2. There is no difference between the assessment of the performance 
and attitudes of the student teachers by their cooperating teach­
ers as measured by factor scores on the Cooperating Teacher Opin-
ionnaire and Evaluation of Student Teaching under the S-F and A-F 
grading systems. 
3. There is no difference between performance of student teachers 
under S-F and A-F grading systems as measured by ratings of audio­
tapes of classes taught by the student teacher. 
4. There is no difference between the intercorrelations between fac­
tors from the student teacher and cooperating teacher instruments 
under the S-F and A-F grading systems. 
The specific factors derived from the Student Teacher Questionnaire, 
Cooperating Teacher Opinionnaire, and Evaluation of Student Teaching which 
were used in testing the above hypotheses are described in the Findings. 
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Population 
Subjects in the study were the home economics education students at 
Iowa State University who were assigned to do their student teaching during 
the 1971-72 academic year. As implied by the objectives of the study, data 
were collected from the student teachers and their cooperating teachers for 
two purposes. For the first purpose, development and analysis of the 
instruments completed by the student teachers and cooperating teachers, it 
was important to have as many responses as possible. The instruments, 
therefore, were administered to all of the student teachers each quarter; 
33 fall quarter, 43 winter quarter, and 41 spring quarter, a total of 117 
female students. 
For the second purpose, which was to compare attitudes and performance 
of student teachers under the two grading systems, data from a smaller num­
ber of the students were used. The 23 students who agreed to be graded on 
the S-F basis fall quarter and the 27 students on the A-F system in the 
same student teaching centers winter or spring quarter provided the data 
which were used in this analysis. Data were collected for only one student 
teacher spring quarter for purposes of testing differences associated with 
the grading system because that center accepted student teachers only fall 
and spring quarters. Since the student teacher fall quarter had elected 
the S-F option and student teaching was on the A-F grading system spring 
quarter, this provided an opportunity to add another pair of student teach­
ers under the same cooperating teacher to the study. 
EccauGc cf policies the assignment of student teachers to 
the various centers, it was possible to assign student teachers to the same 
cooperating teacher both fall and winter quarters in only 16 of the 36 
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assignments made during that period of time. Part of this difference in 
numbers was due, however, to the fact that six of the cooperating teachers 
fall quarter did not have student teachers winter quarter and that there 
were ten more student teachers winter quarter than there had been fall 
quarter. Therefore, a number of new cooperating teachers were involved 
winter quarter. The student teachers with the 16 cooperating teachers were 
the ones whose data were used to test differences between the two groups 
with different grading systems. As shown in Table 1, in seven of these 
instances, the cooperating teacher worked with two student teachers each 
quarter with both student teachers graded on the S-F basis fall quarter and 
both on the traditional A-F basis winter quarter. In the other nine of the 
16 instances, the cooperating teacher had student teachers under both sys­
tems but had only one student fall quarter and one or two winter quarter. 
Since cooperating teachers 17 through 36 (See Table 1) had student teachers 
under only one grading system, data collected from them and from their stu­
dent teachers were used only in the analysis of the instruments to which 
they responded. Three of these cooperating teachers had student teachers 
both fall and winter quarters, but the students fall quarter elected the 
traditional A-F grading system. 
Selection and Development of Instruments 
Results from previously reported studies in which comparisons were 
made of ratings from student teachers and cooperating teachers indicated 
either low correlations or significant differences between these ratings 
(Morgan, 1971; Soaros and Soares, 19/1; Griczmacher, 1567). Tîic decision 
was made, therefore, to collect data from both the cooperating teachers and 
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TABLE 1 
Number of student teachers per cooperating teacher under 
S-F and A-F grading systems fall and winter quarters 1971-72 
Cooperating Method of grading 
teacher S-F A-F 
1-7 2 (14)* 2 (14) 
8 1 3" 
9 1 2 
10 1 1 
11 1 2 
12-15 1 (4) lc(4) 
16 1 1^= 
Sub-total 23 27 
17: 1 0 
18^ 2 0 
1 0 
20^ 0 1 
21 0 1 
22-24 0 2 (6) 
25-36 0 h. 2 (15) 
Total 27 50 
dumber in parentheses represents total number for the cooperating 
teachers listed on the left. 
One of the student teachers fall quarter selected the A-F option. 
c 
This student teacher participated in the study spring quarter. 
'^Student teachers assigned fall quarter only. 
Student teachers not assigned until winter quarter. 
the student teachers. It was also believed that a more accurate estimate 
could be made of the student teaching experience if measures of both atti­
tudes and performance were obtained. Since numerous studies (Reiner and 
Jung, 1970; Quann, 1971a; von Wittich, 1972; Karlins et al., 1969; Goto, 
1971; Johansson et al., 1971) indicated that achievement was lower under 
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pass-fail grading, it was planned to examine this aspect of the student 
teaching experience from three viewpoints, that of the student teacher, the 
cooperating teacher, and the investigator. 
After a search of the literature revealed no attitudinal instruments 
suitable for use in this study, two instruments were developed to measure 
attitudes of the cooperating teacher and student teacher toward the student 
teaching experience. A rating scale designed to assess performance of the 
student teacher was adapted from one in existence, and a rating system to 
be used in the analysis of the audiotapes was developed by the investiga­
tor. 
Questionnaire for student teachers 
The first step in the development of the questionnaire for the student 
teachers was to identify variables which it was believed might be affected 
by the system of grading. Ideas for some of these dependent variables were 
adapted from The Purdue Student-Teacher Opinionaire developed by Bentley 
and Price (1970) and the Teaching Anxiety Scale prepared by Parsons (1970), 
both of which were reviewed in the preceding chapter. 
The purpose of the Student Teacher Questionnaire was to obtain a meas­
ure of the perceptions and/or attitudes of the student teachers toward the 
student teaching experience. Among the dependent variables included were 
attitude toward teaching as a profession; relationships with the pupils, 
cooperating teacher, and college supervisor; degree of anxiety; freedom to 
experiment with teaching methods; and adequacy of preparation. 
Following selection of the dependent variables, idaLlvely cxtrc~c 
positive and negative statements were developed to express each variable. 
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After consultation with a statistician, it was agreed to state items in the 
third person in an effort to decrease personal bias as subjects responded 
and to place the emphasis on the variable rather than the individual 
responding. Support for this procedure is found in the results of a study 
by Edwards (1969) which indicated that more students tend to be cautious 
when asked to make a judgment about themselves than when they are asked to 
make a judgment that has no self-reference. In addition, Kavanagh (1969, 
p. 25) found that correlations between responses of foremen to items deal­
ing with group feelings were significant at the .01 and .05 levels; 
whereas, items dealing with individual feelings ("I" items) were not sig­
nificantly correlated. 
The items, therefore, were re-written in the third person and then 
submitted to three faculty members in home economics education for their 
reactions and suggestions. A graduate student also responded to the items 
to check for clarity. 
A 99-point scale was selected for subjects to use in reacting to the 
items. This choice was based on two considerations. Individuals respond 
to attitude scales with varying degrees of response variability, resulting 
in a particular response set. Response set, as defined by Tyler (1965, 
p. 157) is the tendency of an individual to respond in a certain way, 
regardless of content of the instrument. For example, some persons use the 
extreme categories and others limit their responses to the middle catego­
ries. According to Liu (1971, p. 28), "if response set is to be con­
trolled by assessing it as part of the measurement procedure, it should be 
given opportunity to occur." The use of a 99-point scale should provide 
opportunity for response set to occur. 
A second reason given by Liu (1971) for use of the 99-point scale is 
that it is not expected that small differences in responses in the middle 
of the scale will be reliable, but small differences in the extremes of the 
scale may be reliable. These differences in the extremes of the scale are 
given more weight when the original responses on the 99-point scale are 
non-linearly transformed to normal deviates before data are analyzed. This 
is discussed further in the section on the analysis of the data. 
Directions given to subjects, as shown on the copy of the instrument 
in Appendix A, instructed them to write the number 99 in the space provided 
if they were in complete agreement with the statement and to write the num­
ber 1 if they were in complete disagreement. If they were unsure, did not 
have an opinion, or neither agreed nor disagreed, the number 50 was to be 
used. The intervening numbers were to be used to express extent of agree­
ment or disagreement. 
The final instrument consisted of 100 items arranged in random order 
and took approximately 15-20 minutes to complete. Twelve of the items, 
numbers 80-91, were added by Fields (in progress), who was conducting a 
study of conferences between the student teachers and cooperating teachers 
parallel with this study. Time limitations associated with the study were 
such that the instrument was not tested prior to its use. 
Opinionnaire for cooperating teachers 
The purpose of the instrument developed for the cooperating teachers 
was to obtain the reactions of the cooperating teachers to items similar to 
those in the questionnaire for student teachers, bince the cooperating 
teachers would be asked to fill out an opinionnaire for each student 
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teacher, it was decided the instrument could not be as long as the one for 
the student teachers. 
The instrument was developed at the same time as the one for student 
teachers with similar procedures being followed. It, too, used a 99-point 
scale and items were arranged in random order. The final instrument con­
sisted of 57 items, six of which were contributed by Fields (in progress), 
items 45-50 (See Appendix B). 
Rating scale for evaluation of performance of student teachers 
Numerous rating scales have been developed for use in evaluating per­
formance of student teachers. After reviewing a number of these, it was 
decided to adapt the RS-35 developed by Gritzmacher (1967), which was 
reviewed in the preceding chapter. The RS-35 consisted of 34 items grouped 
according to categories of personal qualities, lesson planning, and execu­
tion of the lesson (See Appendix C). 
The RS-35 included descriptions of three levels of performance and 
used a five-point response scale. In an effort to reduce the effects of 
response set, which was discussed in the preceding chapter as a type of 
bias associated with rating scales, only the upper level description of 
performance was given, and a 99-point scale was used for the responses. 
Since the items on the rating scale were based on behaviors likely to occur 
frequently and all ratings were made of student teachers, the likelihood of 
opportunity bias and experience bias was reduced. 
The revised RS-35, entitled Evaluation of Student Teaching, was 
reviewed by the same three home economics education faculty members who 
examined the other instruments. No suggestions for changes were made. 
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Observation system for analysis of teaching 
An extensive review of the literature regarding methods of classroom 
observation was conducted in an attempt to find an instrument which could 
be used in the analysis of the audiotapes of the classes taught by the stu­
dent teachers. Following this review, the use of the more promising 
instruments was explored in more detail. It was concluded that none of the 
instruments would provide the information needed for the study and that it 
would be necessary for the researcher to develop an instrument appropriate 
for analysis of the audiotapes. 
The Evaluation of Student Teaching instrument was examined for items 
about which it might be possible to make judgments from listening to an 
audiotape. Several of these items seemed to be applicable when broken down 
into smaller segments. Further ideas for items came from a review of the 
following instruments: Evaluating Student Teaching in Home Economics 
(Forgrave, 1970), Teacher Rating Scale (Sprinthall et al., 1964), Teacher 
Performance Appraisal Scale (Limbacher and Rosenshine, 1972), and Record of 
Teacher Behaviors (Ryans, 1960). Hypotheses for the study were also exam­
ined to identify behaviors related to performance in teaching which might 
be influenced by method of grading and which would complement the other 
data collected from the subjects. 
The decision was made to use a 99-point scale for the same reasons 
given in the discussion of the questionnaire for student teachers. Descrip­
tions of teaching behaviors were then written for the upper and lower 
points, 99 and 1, on the scale. The midpoint, 50, of the scale was used 
for items about which the observer was unsure, did not have an opinion, or 
neither agreed nor disagreed. The use of the number 99 meant complete 
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agreement that the teaching behavior was exhibited in the class session, 
and the number 1 indicated complete agreement that the teaching behavior 
was not exhibited. The intervening numbers were used to indicate degrees 
of agreement or disagreement. 
The researcher and two faculty members in home economics education 
listened to several tapes and found that it was necessary to add descrip­
tive statements to the items to insure that the same elements were being 
considered by each of the raters as they made their decision. This task 
was done in conjunction with one of the above faculty members who was con­
ducting another study in which videotapes were to be analyzed. Additional 
tapes were rated, and the ensuing discussions contributed to refinement of 
the instrument. A copy of the final instrument, which consisted of 15 
items, is in Appendix D. 
The investigator and one of the faculty members independently rated 
three tapes which were made by student teachers who were not to be included 
in the final analysis. The interrater reliabilities determined by the cor­
relation formula Exy were .99, .98, and .99. 
4Ex2 JSy2 
Continual checks were made during the analysis of the tapes to insure 
consistency of ratings. After analysis of five tapes had been completed, 
one tape was selected at random and rated independently by the faculty mem­
ber who had helped with establishing the original interrater reliabilities. 
This reliability coefficient was .98. When half of the tapes were analyzed, 
the investigator selected at random one of the first 10 tapes analyzed and 
rated it again. The intrarater reliability coefficient was .98. Upon com­
pletion of 20 of the tapes, one was again selected at random and rated 
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independently by the faculty member, resulting in a correlation coefficient 
of .96. From this point on, the investigator did not know whether or not 
another reliability check would be made. This decision was made by the 
investigator's major professor. The final decision was that it was not 
necessary to have another tape rated independently by another observer. 
Collection of Data 
Arrangements for collection of data 
During the summer of 1971, letters were sent to the school superinten­
dents, the cooperating teachers, and student teachers explaining the basic 
purpose of the study and requesting their cooperation. Copies of this cor­
respondence are included in Appendix E. All of the 19 superintendents con­
tacted indicated their willingness for their home economics teachers to be 
contacted. The cooperating teachers were then asked to attend a special 
meeting at the State Conference for Career Education in August. At this 
time, further details were given about the study with an opportunity pro­
vided for them to make suggestions or ask questions. All agreed to partic­
ipate. 
Enclosed with the letters to the student teachers were postal cards on 
which they were to indicate whether or not they would be willing to be 
graded on the satisfactory-fail basis for student teaching. Twenty of the 
33 students assigned to student teach in the fall agreed to the S-F system 
of grading. 
Because of the small number of subjects in the study and because fall 
quarter was the only time the use ol 5-F couIù be made, the irr.-c-tigatcr 
was encouraged to contact by telephone those who had not agreed to partici­
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pate. The investigator explained the situation and asked if they would be 
willing to re-consider, at the same time respecting their right to remain 
with their original choice. Seven of the students agreed to change, and 
six of them wished to be graded in the traditional manner. Thus, 27 of the 
33 student teachers fall quarter agreed to the S-F option with 23 of these 
students assigned to the 16 cooperating teachers with student teachers both 
fall and winter quarters. 
A variety of reasons were given by the students who had originally 
selected to remain with the traditional grading system. Several of them 
expected to do well and saw this as an opportunity to raise their grade 
point average. Others believed the grade they got in student teaching 
would influence their possibilities for jobs and entrance into graduate 
school. Two indicated that they had not worked as hard in previous pass-
fail courses and that they needed the incentive of a letter grade to do 
their best. One of these students said that the satisfactory-fall option 
would not encourage students to do their best and that it indicated student 
teaching was not important. The mean cumulative grade point average for 
the six student teachers who elected to remain on A-F grading was 2.85 in 
contrast to the 3.05 average for those who selected the S-F option. 
In late August letters were mailed to the cooperating teachers and 
student teachers at their student teaching centers (See Appendix E). 
Details about the collection of data for the study were given in the let­
ter. Code numbers assigned to the student teachers at this time were used 
to identify all data collected from the student teachers and cooperating 
teachers. The student teachers were asked to tape record two of the class 
sessions they taught, one at the beginning of a unit approximately three to 
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four weeks in length and one at the end of the unit. The class sessions 
they selected were to be ones in which there was a discussion or some type 
of pupil-teacher interaction. Suggestions for recording the classes were 
made on a form enclosed with the letters (See Appendix E). Directions for 
the collection of data for the study conducted by Fields (in progress) were 
given in the same letter. 
At the time the letters were mailed, the tapes to be used for record­
ing the class session and an information form to be filled out about the 
class session taped (See Appendix E) were sent to the student teachers. 
Information about the type of tape recorder available to the cooperating 
teacher had been obtained at the meeting of the cooperating teachers at the 
state conference so the appropriate type of tape could be mailed to each 
school. One reason for selecting audiotapes as a means of recording per­
formance rather than videotapes or direct observation was that it was not 
possible for the investigator to get to all of the centers for two visits 
at times student teachers were beginning and ending units. 
The student teachers of winter quarter were informed of the study by 
the head of the Home Economics Education Department during the last part of 
fall quarter. They were given the letters describing the collection of 
data and the tapes at the end of the quarter. This group was to be graded 
with the A-F system so they were given no opportunity to select a grading 
option. Only those student teachers who were in centers to which student 
teachers selecting the S-F option had been assigned fall quarter were asked 
to tape record classes they taught. 
Early in September the investigator and her advisor met with the mem­
bers of the home economics education faculty who served as college supervi-
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sors in the student teaching program. The study was explained and their 
cooperation solicited in maintaining the style of supervision they had used 
in the past. The intention was to hold variables other than the grading 
system as constant as possible. The college supervisors were also asked to 
avoid discussing either grading system with either the cooperating teacher 
or student teacher. In cases where it was administratively possible, the 
same supervisor was assigned to the student teaching centers in the study 
both fall and winter quarters. This was possible for all of the seven 
schools with two student teachers under each grading system and in four of 
the other nine schools in which cooperating teachers had student teachers 
under both grading systems. 
At the end of September the cooperating teachers met at the univer­
sity campus for one of their regularly scheduled meetings. Prior to this 
meeting, the investigator and her advisor had met with the college super­
visors to discuss the possibility of working with the cooperating teachers 
in an attempt to establish some basis for more consistency in the assign­
ment of grades for student teaching. Some of the information to be col­
lected in the study was to be related to grades assigned winter quarter; 
thus, it was important that the same criteria be used by all of the cooper­
ating teachers in determining these grades. One session of the meeting 
was, therefore, devoted to discussion of this issue. 
Definitions of the symbols for each grading system were discussed at 
the meeting of cooperating teachers. Satisfactory was to be used when the 
student teacher could be recommended for certification and fail when she 
could not be recommended for certification. The definitions used as a basis 
for discussion of the meaning of an A, B, or C are found in Appendix F. 
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In an attempt to become more familiar with the student teaching pro­
gram at Iowa State University, the investigator visited each of the seven 
schools in which the cooperating teacher would be having two student teach­
ers fall and winter quarters. With one exception, these visits were made 
with the college supervisor assigned to that center. This gave the inves­
tigator an opportunity to observe each supervisor's style and to judge 
whether or not there were any major variations in the way they worked with 
the cooperating and student teachers. 
Administration of instruments 
Student teachers The Student Teacher Questionnaire and Evaluation 
of Student Teaching were administered to all of the student teachers each 
quarter at the beginning of the home economics education course they took 
upon their return to campus. This was done in an attempt to obtain their 
responses before they had opportunities to discuss and compare their expe­
riences. The instruments were checked by the investigator after they were 
completed to be sure subjects had responded to all items. In two instances 
in which the student teachers had accidentally turned two pages at once, 
the instruments were returned to them for completion. Thus, the data from 
the 117 student teachers were complete. 
Cooperating teachers The Cooperating Teacher Opinionnaire and Eval 
uation of Student Teaching instruments were mailed to the cooperating 
teachers each quarter the day the student teachers left the centers. In 
the letter accompanying the instruments, they were requested to complete 
and return them within two weeks (See Appendix E). The cooperating teach­
ers completed a set of Instruments for each of the student teachers they 
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supervised. Sets of instruments were returned for 115 student teachers. 
Two cooperating teachers did not return the instruments spring quarter. 
Audiotapes The audiotapes on which class sessions had been 
recorded were mailed to the investigator or given to the college supervi­
sor if her visit was scheduled within a week of the taping of the classes. 
The tapes were checked as they arrived to insure that the recording of the 
class session could be heard and that the class session was appropriate for 
taping. Several of the tapes were returned for re-recording for the above 
reasons. All student teachers fall quarter, only those in duplicate cen­
ters winter quarter, and one student teacher spring quarter were asked to 
record class sessions they taught. All cooperated with this request. 
Analysis of the Data 
As indicated by the objectives for this study, there were three major 
purposes. The first was to develop and analyze the instruments used in the 
study and the second was to test differences between the attitudes and per­
formance of student teachers under the S-F and A-F grading systems. The 
third was to analyze the interrelationships between the student teacher 
and cooperating teacher factors. Analysis of the data will be discussed in 
this order. 
Analysis of the instruments 
The raw data from the 117 instruments completed by the student teach­
ers and 115 instruments completed by the cooperating teachers were prepared 
for key punching by recording code numbers on each instrument and filling 
in the number 50 in the few instances when data were missing on instruments 
completed by the cooperating teachers. Each of the four instruments, the 
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Student Teacher Questionnaire, the Cooperating Teacher Opinionnaire, and the 
Evaluation of Student Teaching filled out by both the cooperating teacher 
and student teacher, was identified by the student teacher's code number. 
The first step in the analysis was to transform the raw data to normal 
deviates. This was done because it was believed that the intervals between 
the response values were not equal, i.e., a person who strongly agrees or 
disagrees with an item does so with greater certainty than one who uses 
values around the middle of the scale. The original numerical responses of 
1 to 99 were, therefore, non-linearly transformed by using these numbers as 
if they were cumulative proportions. These "proportions" were referred to 
a cumulative standard normal curve table and the corresponding normal devi­
ate substituted for the original response. For example, a response of a 
value of one becomes -2.33, a response of 50 is 0, and a response of 99 
becomes +2.33. The resulting normal deviates were then multiplied by 100 
to remove the decimal point. The rest of the analyses performed were based 
on these normal deviates rather than the original 99-category responses. 
Student teacher instruments The next step in the analysis of the 
student teacher instruments was to run a 134 x 134 correlation matrix of 
the combined items from the Student Teacher Questionnaire and Evaluation of 
Student Teaching. This matrix was examined to identify items with correla­
tions of at least .25 (p<.01) which seemed to be forming clusters. The 
correlation matrix was then re-run, printing items which had been identi­
fied as forming clusters next to one another, to verify that the items 
selected had high correlations within the cluster and low correlations out­
side the cluster. Factors were then extracted and the loadings, which were 
determined by use of a multiple group factor analysis program, were rotated 
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by Kaiser's varimax procedures. Items to include in each factor were 
determined by examination of factor loadings and rationality of fit. The 
minimum criterion for size of factor loading for inclusion of the item in 
the cluster was .30 (Nunnally, 1967, p. 357). Exceptions to this criterion 
were made when factor loadings approached .30 and the items rationally fit 
in the factor. 
Cooperating teacher instruments A similar procedure was followed 
in the analysis of the Cooperating Teacher Opinionnaire and Evaluation of 
Student Teaching filled out by the cooperating teacher. The raw scores 
were transformed to normal deviates and an 84 x 84 correlation matrix run. 
Factors were again determined by factor analysis. For the factor analysis, 
the APTERYX (Hemmerle, 1964) program, which computes maximum likelihood 
estimates of factor loadings, communalities, and specific variances for a 
factor analytic model, was used. A principal component analysis was run to 
identify the number of factors to be extracted. The iterative solution for 
the five factors identified was obtained by the maximum likelihood equa­
tions for the 84 x 84 correlation matrix. The resulting factor loadings 
were then rotated by Kaiser's varimax procedures. 
Selection of items within the factors depended on size of factor load­
ings, rationality of fit, and profile of the item. Because the factor 
loadings were relatively high, the size of factor loading for inclusion of 
an item in a factor was set at .50. Exceptions to this criterion were made 
when items definitely fit in a factor on the basis of content and had pro­
files similar to the rest of the items in the factor. When an item loaded 
on two or more factors and there was a difference of at least .10 between 
the loadings, the item was assigned to the factor on which it loaded the 
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highest. Items which Loaded on several factors with loadings approximately 
the same size were not assigned to any factor. 
Tests of differences between groups 
Factor scores from instruments The analysis of the instruments 
used in the study resulted in factors which could then be used in testing 
differences which might exist between the two groups. The first step in 
this process was to determine factor scores for each individual, at which 
time items in the factors were assigned positive and negative values, 
depending upon the manner in which the item had been stated. 
The factor scores for each subject were then divided by the standard 
deviation of the responses of that subject, either to the items in the fac­
tor if there were at least eight, or to the total number of items in all of 
the factors when there were fewer than eight items in the factor. Scores 
for factors I, II, IV, V, and VII from the student teacher instruments were 
divided by their own standard deviations; whereas, the other factor scores 
were divided by the total standard deviation. Factor scores on the cooper­
ating teacher instruments divided by their own standard deviation were fac­
tors I, II, and III, with the total standard deviation being used for fac­
tors IV, V, and VI. 
This procedure of dividing by the standard deviation resulted in 
adjusting the responses of each subject by her own response variability and 
was a means of counteracting the tendency of some people to over react to 
the items and to make extensive use of the extreme categories. According 
to Liu (1971), this "adjusted score is expected to be a better esLlmâLlùn 
of a person's true position on a certain trait or a particular attitude" 
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(p. 29) and "results in a more adequate arrangement of persons along a 
trait continuum" (p. 26). Results of his study indicated that the use of 
the normative scale for transforming scores and adjustment of these scores 
by an individual's response variability was effective in controlling the 
response set variance. 
The adjusted factor scores were then used in the MALAMUTE (Kennedy and 
Stein, 1971) non-orthogonal analysis of variance program. The fixed 
effects linear model for the 2 x 16 factorial experiment was (Snedecor and 
Cochran, 1967, p. 364): 
Xljk = + *i + Pj + *9ij + ®ijk 
i = 1, 2 
J  -  1  . . .  1 6  
k = 2, 3, or 4 
a = method of grading 
P = cooperating teacher 
orp = interaction between method of grading and cooperating 
teacher 
The analysis of variance format and the associated components of vari­
ance are shown in Table 2 (Snedecor and Cochran, 1967, p. 367). Level of 
significance required in this study for rejection of the hypotheses was 
.05. 
The analyses of variance were also run with cumulative grade point 
average as a covariate. When these results were compared with those from 
the model without the covariate, no differences were observed. Therefore, 
only the results from the model without the covariate are reported. 
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TABLE 2 
Analysis of variance format and components 
of variance for two-way factorial analysis 
Source of variation df Components of variance 
Method of grading (A) 1 2 ^  .2 a + nbw 
A 
Cooperating teacher (B) 15 2 ^  2 a + na% 
A X B 15 
2 2 
" + ""AB 
Error 18 
2 
a 
The mean scores and standard deviations for each item on the cooper­
ating teacher and student teacher instruments were determined for the stu­
dent teachers under each grading system. These data were then examined for 
differences between groups on items which had not been included in the fac­
tors. Descriptive data from the Cooperating Teacher Opinionnaire were also 
compiled and summarized. 
Ratings from audiotapes The audiotapes of class sessions taught by 
the student teachers were analyzed by the investigator using the Analysis 
of Teaching instrument. The tapes were analyzed in random order, and, as 
reported earlier in this chapter, inter- and intrarater reliability coef­
ficients were determined during the analysis. The tapes analyzed were the 
56 tapes from the student teachers assigned to cooperating teachers with 
two student teachers under each grading system. 
Upon completion of the analysis, the ratings assigned by the investi­
gator were transformed to normal deviates. A separate analysis of variance 
was then run for each item of the instrument. A model for a three factor 
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experiment with repeated measures on one factor was used (Winer, 1962, 
p. 338): 
?i]km = P + + Pj + fPij + "ndj) + Yk + OVifc + PYjk + " ^ I j k  
1 = 1. 2 
j = 1 . . . 7 
k = 1, 2 
m = 4 
a = method of grading 
P = cooperating teacher 
Y = audiotape 
TT = student teacher 
The analysis of variance format and the associated components of vari­
ance are shown in Table 3 (Winer, 1962, p. 338). All effects were regarded 
as fixed. Level of significance selected for rejection of the hypotheses 
was .05. 
Analysis of interrelationships between factors 
Three sets of correlations were run with the factor scores from the 
instruments administered to the cooperating teachers and student teachers; 
namely cooperating teacher factors with cooperating teacher factors, stu­
dent teacher factors with cooperating teacher factors, and student teacher 
factors with student teacher factors. A separate set of correlations was 
run for student teachers under each grading system. For the S-F sample 
(N=23), correlations of .41 and .53 were necessary for significance at the 
,05 and .01 levels, respectively. Correlations of .38 and .49 were neces-
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TABLE 3 
Analysis of variance format and components of variance 
for three-way factorial analysis 
Source of variation df Components of variance 
Between subiects (npq-1) 27 
Method of grading (A) (p-1) 1 2 a  
e 
+ 
2 
ra 
TT 
4 
2 
nqrx^ 
Cooperating teacher (B) (q-1) 6 2 a 
e 
+ 
2 
ra 
TT 
+ npr%2 
A X B (p-l)(q-l) 6 2 a 
e 
H-
2 
ra 
TT 
+ 
Subj. w. groups pq(n-l) 14 2 a  
e 
+ ra^ 
TT 
[error (between)] 
Within subiects npq(r-l) 28 
Tape (C) (r-1) 1 2 a  
G 
+ 
2 
a  
YTT 
+ 
2 
npqn 
A X C (p-l)(r-l) 1 2 + 
V 
+ 
B X G (q-1)(r-1) 6 2 4 
V 
+ 
A X B X C (p-1)(q-1)(r-1) 6 2 + 2 
\TT 
4 
2 
nx, ^ 
aPY 
C X subj. w. groups pq(n-l)(r-l) 14 2 a  + 2 a 
E YTT 
[error (within)] 
sary for significance at the .05 and .01 levels, respectively, for the A-F 
sample (N=27) (Wert, Neldt, and Ahmann, 1954, p. 424). The procedure used 
to test the significance of the differences between the correlations under 
the two grading systems was that described by Snedecor and Cochran (1967, 
p. 186) and involved a transformation to Fisher's Z. 
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FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
The first section of this chapter contains the description and compo­
sition of the factors formed by responses to the instruments administered 
to the student teachers and cooperating teachers. The second section 
reports the results of the tests of differences between groups. Tests were 
made of factor scores, ratings from the audiotapes, and correlations among 
student teacher and cooperating teacher factors. The empirical hypotheses 
were rejected or not rejected on the basis of these tests. 
Factors Derived from Factor Analysis of Instruments 
Student teacher instruments 
Factors describing the performance of student teachers and their atti­
tudes toward the student teaching experience were derived by multiple group 
factor analysis. Items from seven clusters, which had been identified by 
examination of the 134 x 134 correlation matrix, were fed into the multiple 
group factor analysis program, and the factor loadings obtained were 
rotated by varimax procedures. Two general and seven specific factors 
resulted from this analysis. Although specific items within the factors 
varied somewhat from those In the original clusters, the general content of 
the factors remained constant. 
Items loading on each factor were determined by inspection of the fac­
tor loadings. Items were placed in a factor on the basis of size of factor 
loading and rationality of fit. Some items loaded on both a general and 
specific factor: others, on only one factor; and others, on none. The 
loadings for all factors are Included in Appendix G, Table 27. 
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Nine meaningful factors emerged and were labeled according to the 
major attitudinal and performance dimensions they described. They are; 
I. Experiences with pupils (general factor) 
II. The cooperating teacher and teaching (general factor) 
III. The college supervisor 
IV. Anxiety 
V. Planning and execution of lesson plan 
VI. Attitude toward teaching 
VII. The cooperating teacher 
VIII. The pupils 
IX. Enthusiasm--openness 
The factors varied in size from 28 to 3 items. Twenty-four items were not 
included in either the general or specific factors due to low factor load­
ings on all factors, and 53 items were not included in specific factors. 
The 24 items are listed in Appendix H. 
The factors and the items in each are listed below. Factor loadings 
are given in the first column; decimal points are omitted. The number of 
the item on the instruments, Student Teacher Questionnaire and Evaluation 
of Student Teaching, is given in the second column. 
Relative to the content of the cluster, items were keyed either posi­
tively or negatively so that all items in a cluster were scored in the same 
direction. With two exceptions, statements keyed positively described what 
was considered to be a desirable aspect of the content of the cluster, and 
those keyed negatively represented less desirable aspects. The keying for 
Factor IV, Anxiety, on the Student Teacher Questionnaire and Factor III, 
Anxiety, on the Cooperating Teacher Opinionnaire were the only exceptions; 
they were keyed in the reverse direction. Items which were keyed nega­
tively for the purpose of computing a factor score are indicated by a minus 
sign preceding the item number; all other items were keyed positively. 
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FACTOR Experiences with pupils Items in this factor deal with 
the relationship between the student teacher and her pupils and with the 
ability of the student teacher to successfully plan and teach class ses­
sions for those pupils. High scores indicate positive relationships with 
the pupils and successful class sessions. 
Factor Item 
Loading No. Item 
655 12.J Pupils seemed to like me as a teacher. 
556 E32. This student teacher made students feel at ease with her; 
some even brought problems to her. 
551 17. The pupils treated the student teacher with respect. 
548 76. The pupils appeared to have confidence in me as a 
teacher. 
530 E33. This student teacher was accepted by students as a 
knowledgeable teacher and they followed her suggestions. 
527 62. Pupils were appreciative of the experiences they had in 
class. 
525 E15. This student teacher provided continual stimuli during 
class to motivate students and encouraged them to carry 
through their own ideas. 
516 E16. This student teacher was alert to students' needs, gave 
incentive to individual pupils having difficulty with 
work. 
512 E14. This student teacher captured student attention and 
interest at the beginning of class. 
497 E17. The lesson was comprehensive; focused on a few generali­
zations which were developed in depth. 
494 22. Relationships established with the pupils were satisfy­
ing. 
482 E18. When content was not understood went over it again in a 
different way; clarified statements. 
481 11. The pupils were responsive. 
475 69-2 The pupils were cooperative. 
473 -31. Classroom experiences with the pupils were frustrating. 
453 E20. This student teacher conscientiously prepared self to 
teach unfamiliar material by reading, visits, observa­
tions . 
Tn and all subseauent listings of items, those items prefaced 
with an "E" were from the Evaluation of Student Teaching instrument. 
2 
Items preceded by a minus sign were keyed negatively for purposes of 
computing the factor score. 
83 
Factor Item 
Loading No. Item 
432 EI2. This student teacher thoroughly planned each learning 
experience and each built on the former. 
425 E13. Evaluation procedures were carefully thought through and 
measured student growth adequately. 
405 Ell. This student teacher recognized and planned for a change 
of pace during a class. 
398 66. The visits from the college supervisor were a reassuring 
link with the University. 
392 E24. This student teacher provided realistic learning experi­
ences so that students could actively transfer learnings. 
381 ElO. This student teacher planned a variety of experiences by 
which learning could be achieved. 
363 -32. Some of the pupils were irritating. 
359 E5. This student teacher pitched voice at pleasing level. 
353 -47. Achievements of the pupils were disappointing. 
353 63. A wide variety of teaching methods were used. 
351 E23. This student teacher had necessary and appropriate mate­
rials readily available. 
351 E29. This student teacher had assignments ready for those 
temporarily out of work or not prepared to do the assign­
ment. 
350 -33. The demands of student teaching cause problems related 
to personal life. 
348 E22. This student teacher planned and provided varied, mean­
ingful activities to develop principles presented; pro­
vided change of pace during period. 
345 -24. Class sessions which were not as successful as had been 
hoped were difficult to forget. 
338 E6. This student teacher did detailed planning; organized 
content effectively; lesson plans were rarely incomplete. 
338 E7. This student teacher adequately preplanned general tim­
ing of lesson parts. 
321 E19. This student teacher showed relationship between parts 
of lesson and between different lessons. 
305 E27. This student teacher had excellent sense of pace or 
tempo in the lesson. 
301 E2. This student teacher displayed patience with students. 
FACTOR II The cooperating teacher and teaching The relationship 
with the cooperating teacher and reactions to teaching as a profession are 
reflected in the items in this general factor. High scores indicate a pos­
itive relationship with the cooperating teacher and a positive accicude 
toward teaching. 
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Factor Item 
Loading No. Item 
739 72. The cooperating teacher made the student teacher feel 
comfortable about observing her teaching. 
717 80. The cooperating teacher commended the efforts of the 
student teacher. 
703 87. The cooperating teacher showed confidence in the ability 
of the student teacher. 
681 39. Working with the cooperating teacher was an enjoyable 
experience. 
652 83. The cooperating teacher gave the student teacher 
deserved compliments. 
650 57. The cooperating teacher was genuinely interested in the 
student teacher as a person. 
613 -37. The cooperating teacher treated the student teachers as 
if they were inferior. 
599 71. Student teaching was an enjoyable experience. 
593 86. Necessary information was provided by the cooperating 
teacher. 
588 89. The cooperating teacher encouraged the student teacher 
to seek solutions to problems. 
580 7. The cooperating teacher helped the student teacher see 
her strengths. 
579 85. The cooperating teacher assisted the student teacher in 
overcoming her limitations. 
576 2. The cooperating teacher treated student teachers as co­
workers . 
571 91. The ideas of the student teacher were used by the coop­
erating teacher. 
570 14. Assuming the role of a teacher was a satisfying experi­
ence. 
568 -49. The personalities of the cooperating teacher and the 
student teacher were conflicting. 
568 50. The cooperating teacher welcomed questions about any­
thing with which the student teacher needed help. 
559 -43. The real feelings of the student teacher were not shared 
with the cooperating teacher. 
558 E31. The student teacher consulted the cooperating teacher for 
advice after considering possible solution to difficult 
or unusual problem; made and abided by decisions within 
her jurisdiction. 
542 27. The cooperating teacher was receptive to questioning of 
her teaching methods. 
542 44. Teaching is a stimulating profession, 
532 88. The opinions of the cooperating teacher were shared with 
the student teacher. 
524 53. I want to teach. 
519 58. Conferences with the cooperating teacher were helpful. 
511 77. The cooperating teacher let student teachers work out 
lesson plans in the way they thought best. 
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Factor Item 
Loading No. Item 
503 18. Teaching is a rewarding profession. 
503 84. The student teacher was encouraged to evaluate her per­
formance . 
497 79. The cooperating teacher had good ideas about strategies 
for teaching. 
496 90. The cooperating teacher asked the student teacher for 
ideas about ways they might work together. 
488 20. Student teachers are motivated to do their best during 
student teaching. 
485 El. This student teacher was enthusiastic. 
482 56. The student teacher was free to try out ideas in the 
classroom. 
478 -35. Student teachers are not as highly motivated to work to 
their capacity during student teaching as they are dur­
ing the quarters on campus. 
469 34. "Hie cooperating teacher let the student teacher have 
full control of the class. 
467 -36. The reactions of the cooperating teacher were difficult 
to predict. 
466 -60. Student teaching was a tense experience. 
461 81. Criticism of the student teacher was based on factual 
evidence. 
459 -13. Admission of weaknesses in teaching would have affected 
the cooperating teacher's judgment of the student teach­
er's performance. 
443 -10. If an approach used in the classroom was not successful, 
the student teacher would be penalized. 
429 -38. The cooperating teacher suggested most of the teaching 
methods used. 
424 E21. This student teacher admitted lack of knowledge when 
questioned on a specific point; used resources to answer. 
418 £28. This student teacher fully assumed the teaching load 
assigned to her. 
417 E26. This student teacher used teacher-pupil planning when 
appropriate (students had legitimate choice). 
405 -1. The cooperating teacher expected too much of student 
teachers. 
388 42. If I could start over, home economics education would be 
selected as my major again. 
388 -61. I dreaded finding out what grade would be assigned for 
student teaching. 
385 82. The cooperating teacher encouraged the student teacher 
to explain her teaching behavior. 
XIU E30. This student teacher established a routine for care of 
the department, followed plans. 
371 52. It was possible to feel more relaxed and at ease during 
student teaching than during quarters on campus. 
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Factor Item 
Loading No. Item 
356 E34. This student teacher used opportunities to present the 
home economics program to others. 
353 68. The cooperating teacher helped the student teacher see 
her limitations. 
340 E25. •Riis student teacher had thought-provoking questions 
suitable to the lesson ready to ask. 
338 -40. The cooperating teacher needlessly interfered when the 
student teacher was teaching. 
335 4. There was freedom to try teaching methods which were new 
to the student teacher. 
322 26. A primary consideration when planning lessons was 
whether or not they would be appropriate for the pupils. 
321 E4. This student teacher invited suggestions and implemented 
them. 
310 70. There was less pressure during student teaching than 
during the previous quarter on campus. 
FACTOR III The college supervisor This factor includes items 
dealing with the reactions of the student teacher to the visits from the 
college supervisor and her relationship with the supervisor. Higji scores 
on this factor indicate a positive feeling toward the college supervisor 
and her visits. 
Factor Item 
Loading No. Item 
912 -25. The college supervisor's visits were of no benefit to 
the student teacher. 
792 74. The college supervisor gave helpful suggestions during 
her visits. 
704 66. The visits from the college supervisor were a reassuring 
link with the University. 
576 16. Student teaching problems could be freely discussed with 
the college supervisor. 
567 3. The college supervisor could be trusted to make accurate 
judgments of a student teacher's behavior. 
374 78. The cooperating teacher and college supervisor seemed to 
work well together. 
FACTOR TV Anxiety The items in this factor relate to the degree 
of anxiety experienced by the student teacher during her period of student 
teaching. High scores on this factor are indicative of student teachers 
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who felt uncomfortable or anxious about various aspects of their student 
teaching experience while low scores indicate students who are less 
anxious or tense. 
Factor Item 
Loading No. 
565 
544 
531 
468 
379 
344 
337 
336 
325 
315 
292 
280 
9. 
73. 
45. 
24. 
•23. 
46. 
-41. 
29. 
61. 
94. 
-52. 
60. 
Item 
Having the college supervisor observe the classes made 
the student teacher uneasy. 
"Stage fright" before teaching classes was a common 
occurrence. 
During student teaching, there was a hesitancy to use 
unfamiliar teaching methods. 
Class sessions which were not as successful as had been 
hoped were difficult to forget. 
After the first few days, there was little question 
about the grade that would be assigned for student 
teaching. 
Student teachers are not adequately prepared for student 
teaching in terms of teaching techniques. 
Information learned in education courses was of use dur­
ing student teaching. 
When planning a lesson, the preferences of the cooper­
ating teacher were a strong influence. 
I dreaded finding out what grade would be assigned for 
student teaching. 
S-F would be better than A-F for grading H. Ed. 410. 
It was possible to feel more relaxed and at ease during 
student teaching than during quarters on campus. 
Student teaching was a tense experience. 
FACTOR V Planning and execution of lesson plan Considerations 
involved in planning for and teaching a class session are the basis of the 
items in this factor. High scores indicate that the student teacher per­
ceived her planning and performance in the classroom as satisfactory; low 
scores indicate lack of satisfaction with her performance. 
Item 
This student reacher captured student attention and 
interest at beginning of class. 
This student teacher provided continual stimuli during 
class to motivate students and encouraged them to carry 
through their own ideas. 
Factor Item 
Loading No. 
62T El': 
561 E15. 
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Factor Item 
Loading No. Item 
513 E13. Evaluation procedures were carefully thought through and 
measured student growth adequately. 
462 E12. This student teacher thoroughly planned each learning 
experience and each built on the former. 
450 E16. This student teacher was alert to students' needs, gave 
incentive to individual pupils having difficulty with 
work. 
418 E27. This student teacher had excellent sense of pace or 
tempo in the lesson. 
390 E24, This student teacher provided realistic learning experi­
ences so that students could actively transfer learnings. 
374 E18. When content was not understood, the student teacher 
went over it again in a different way; clarified state­
ments. 
371 E17. Lesson was comprehensive; focused on a few generaliza­
tions which were developed in depth. 
367 E22. This student teacher planned and provided varied, mean­
ingful activities to develop principles presented; pro­
vided change of pace during period. 
338 -48. The cooperating teacher provided the general ideas for 
the lesson plans. 
328 E19. This student teacher showed relationship between parts 
of lesson and between different lessons. 
306 Ell. This student teacher recognized and planned for a change 
of pace during a lesson. 
FACTOR VI Attitude toward teaching Items in this factor relate to 
attitudes toward student teaching and teaching as a profession. A positive 
attitude toward teaching is reflected by high scores. 
Factor Item 
Loading No. Item 
619 53. I want to teach. 
616 18. Teaching is a rewarding profession. 
560 42. If I could start over, home economics education would be 
selected as ray major again. 
518 44. Teaching is a stimulating profession. 
469 71. Student teaching was an enjoyable experience. 
454 14. Assuming the role of a teacher was a satisfying experi­
ence . 
165 -33. The demands of student teaching cause problems related 
to personal life. 
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FACTOR VII The cooperating teacher This factor includes items 
which deal with the relationship between the cooperating teacher and the 
student teacher. High scores indicate a positive relationship, while low 
scores indicate that the student teacher did not relate successfully to the 
cooperating teacher. 
Factor Item 
Loading No. Item 
551 2. The cooperating teacher treated student teachers as 
co-workers. 
514 -37. The cooperating teacher treated the student teachers as 
if they were inferior. 
504 80. The cooperating teacher commended the efforts of the 
student teacher. 
496 7. The cooperating teacher helped the student teacher see 
her strengths. 
492 57. The cooperating teacher was genuinely interested in the 
student teacher as a person. 
488 85. The cooperating teacher assisted the student teacher in 
overcoming her limitations. 
484 87. The cooperating teacher showed confidence in the ability 
of the student teacher. 
477 83. The cooperating teacher gave the student teacher 
deserved compliments. 
469 39. Working with the cooperating teacher was an enjoyable 
experience. 
447 -49. The personalities of the cooperating teacher and the 
student teacher were conflicting. 
438 50. The cooperating teacher welcomed questions about any­
thing with which the student teacher needed help. 
436 58. Conferences with the cooperating teacher were helpful. 
430 79. The cooperating teacher had good ideas about strategies 
for teaching. 
412 84. The student teacher was encouraged to evaluate her per­
formance . 
411 34. The cooperating teacher let the student teacher have 
full control of the class. 
403 89. The cooperating teacher encouraged the student teacher 
to seek solutions to problems. 
400 -43. The real feelings of the student teacher were not shared 
with the cooperating teacher. 
399 72. The cooperating teacher made the student teacher feel 
comfortable about observing her teaching. 
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Factor Item 
Loading No. Item 
399 81. Criticism of the student teacher was based on factual 
evidence. 
394 88. The opinions of the cooperating teacher were shared with 
the student teacher. 
382 91. The ideas of the student teacher were used by the coop­
erating teacher. 
377 90. The cooperating teacher asked the student teacher for 
ideas about ways they might work together. 
372 86. Necessary information was provided by the cooperating 
teacher. 
356 82. The cooperating teacher encouraged the student teacher 
to explain her teaching behavior. 
342 77. The cooperating teacher let student teachers work out 
lesson plans in the way they thought best. 
322 68. The cooperating teacher helped the student teacher see 
her limitations. 
319 -13. Admission of weaknesses in teaching would have affected 
the cooperating teacher's judgment of the student teach­
er's performance. 
314 -36. The reactions of the cooperating teacher were difficult 
to predict. 
FACTOR VIII The pupils The items in this factor deal with the way 
in which the student teacher viewed her pupils. Positive experiences with 
the pupils are reflected by high scores. 
Factor Item 
Loading No. Item 
461 69. The pupils were cooperative. 
369 11. The pupils were responsive. 
325 62. Pupils were appreciative of the experiences they had in 
class. 
321 -31. Classroom experiences with the pupils were frustrating. 
301 -47. Achievements of the pupils were disappointing. 
FACTOR IX Enthusiasm--openness High scores on this factor 
describe someone who is comfortable about herself, is enthusiastic, has 
rapport with pupils, and is confident of her ability to select teaching 
methods. 
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Factor Item 
Loading No. Item 
408 E32. The student teacher made students feel at ease with her; 
some even brought problems to her. 
324 Ell. The student teacher was enthusiastic. 
322 -38. The cooperating teacher suggested most of the teaching 
methods used. 
Cooperating teacher instruments 
Six factors were derived from a factor analysis and varimax rotation 
of the 84 items on the instruments. Cooperating Teacher Opinionnaire and 
Evaluation of Student Teaching, completed by the cooperating teachers for 
115 student teachers. The total number of cooperating teachers responding 
to the instruments was 45. 
Items within each factor were determined by size of factor loadings, 
profile of the item, and rationality of fit. The loadings for all factors 
are included in Appendix G, Table 28. The factors varied in size from 26 
to 3 items. Twenty-two items were not included in any of the factors and 
are included in Appendix H. 
The six factors, labeled according to the dimension they appeared to 
define, are; 
I. Dimensions of relationships with pupils and self-evaluation 
II. Aspects of planning for teaching 
III. Anxiety 
IV. Selection and variety of teaching methods 
V. Ability to plan ahead 
VI. Variety and appropriateness of classroom activities 
The factors and the items in each are given in the following section. 
Factor loadings are given in the first column with decimal places omitted. 
In the second column is the number of the item on the Oooperacing leachei. 
Opinionnaire or Evaluation of Student Teaching. Items which were keyed 
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negatively for the purpose of computing a factor score are indicated by a 
minus sign preceding the item number; all other items were keyed positively. 
FACTOR ^  Dimensions of relationships with pupils and self-evaluation 
High scores on this factor indicate a student teacher who had established 
satisfactory relationships with her pupils and was aware of their interests 
and needs during the teaching process. In addition, high scores reflect a 
student teacher who enjoyed teaching and was accurate in her evaluation of 
her performance. 
Factor Item 
Loading No. 
808 35. 
790 5. 
760 8. 
716 E33. 
706 39. 
674 E32. 
649 41. 
640 E16. 
640 E27. 
633 6. 
622 E19. 
590 15. 
584 E2. 
582 48. 
580 38. 
576 45. 
571 -25. 
568 34. 
561 E14. 
559 4. 
Item 
This student teacher: 
received the cooperation of her students. 
established satisfactory relationships with her students. 
was respected by the students. 
was accepted by her students as a knowledgeable teacher 
and followed her suggestions. 
was an enjoyable person with whom to work. 
made students feel at ease with her; some even brought 
problems to her. 
will be successful during her first year of teaching, 
was alert to students' needs, gave incentive to individ­
ual pupils having difficulty with work. 
had excellent sense of pace or tempo in the lesson, 
recognized her limitations as a student teacher. 
showed relationship between parts of lesson and between 
different lessons. 
found teaching to be satisfying. 
displayed patience with students. 
took the initiative in evaluating herself. 
was accurate In her evaluation of her achievements, 
volunteered to participate in activities not assigned to 
her. 
was Impatient with the students. 
seemed to enjoy teaching, 
captured student attention and interest at beginning of 
class. 
was realistic in her expectations of the students' 
achievements. 
Revised sentence construction. 
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Factor Item 
Loading No. 
558 
556 
523 
523 
522 
503 
E5. 
E31. 
-14. 
-20. 
-7. 
21. 
Item 
pitched voice at pleasing level. 
consulted cooperating teacher for advice after consider­
ing possible solution to difficult or unusual problem; 
made and abided by decisions within her jurisdiction, 
tended to rate herself higher than did the cooperating 
teacher when evaluating performance as a teacher. 
placed the blame for difficulties she had on others, 
had a personality which will cause problems for her as a 
teacher. 
was adequately prepared for student teaching in terms of 
understanding of adolescents. 
FACTOR II Aspects of planning for teaching This factor includes 
items dealing with aspects of planning for class sessions. High scores 
describe an individual who was adequately prepared to plan successful les­
sons according to the Judgment of the cooperating teacher. 
Factor Item 
Loading No. 
860 E6. 
727 36. 
680 E8. 
676 E7. 
647 E20. 
638 E28. 
627 E17. 
606 E23. 
580 E21. 
576 -17. 
553 22. 
Item 
This student teacher: 
did detailed planning; organized content effectively; 
lesson plans were rarely incomplete. 
was adequately prepared for student teaching in terms of 
lesson planning. 
selected objectives which were important and comprehen­
sive and expressed them in behavioral terms.^ 
adequately preplanned general timing of lesson parts, 
conscientiously prepared self to teach unfamiliar mate­
rial by reading, visits, observations. 
fully assumed the teaching load assigned to her. 
planned comprehensive lessons, focused on a few general­
izations which were developed in depth.^ 
had necessary and appropriate materials readily avail­
able . 
admitted lack of knowledge when questioned on a specific 
point; used resources to answer. 
did not use the suggestions given her about her teaching, 
tried to do the best job of teaching she was capable of 
doing. 
Revised sentence construction. 
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Factor Item 
Loading No. Item 
519 E12. thoroughly planned each learning experience and each 
built on the former. 
504 13. was receptive to suggestions made to her. 
478 10. was adequately prepared for student teaching in terms of 
teaching methods. 
FACTOR III Anxiety Items in this factor were an attempt to meas­
ure the degree of anxiety versus confidence of the student teacher as per­
ceived by the cooperating teacher. High scores on this factor indicate 
that the cooperating teacher believed the student teacher exhibited a high 
degree of anxiety. 
Factor Item 
Loading No. Item 
This student teacher: 
805 40. 
763 -32. 
600 -30. 
547 16. 
546 1 w
 
537 -24. 
508 -23. 
418 31. 
316 9. 
formance in the classroom. 
was calm and relaxed during her student teaching experi­
ence. 
seemed to feel comfortable about having the cooperating 
teacher observe her teaching. 
seemed to feel free to ask questions about anything 
which was of concern to her. 
seemed to be unnecessarily concerned about receiving the 
approval of the cooperating teacher. 
felt uneasy during the college supervisor's visits. 
FACTOR IV Selection and variety of teaching methods The items in 
this factor deal with the judgment of the cooperating teacher in regard to 
willingness of the student teacher to experiment with a variety of teaching 
methods. High scores describe an individual who tried a variety of teach­
ing methods. 
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Factor Item 
Loading No. Item 
This student teacher: 
660 -I. tended to select only teaching methods with which she 
felt secure. 
600 -18. was hesitant to try teaching methods with which she had 
little or no previous experience. 
546 26. used a wide variety of teaching methods. 
FACTOR V Ability to plan ahead High scores on this factor reflect 
the ability of the student teacher to think through situations and to plan 
ahead for that particular situation. 
Factor Item 
Loading No. Item 
This student teacher: 
590 E29. had assignments ready for those temporarily out of work 
or not prepared to do the assignment. 
564 E30. established a routine for care of the department, fol­
lowed plans. 
514 E13. carefully thought through evaluation procedures which 
measured student growth adequately. 
FACTOR VI Variety and appropriateness of classroom activities 
Items within this factor describe certain aspects of the activities during 
a class session. High scores indicate the ability to provide a variety of 
meaningful activities for pupils. 
Factor Item 
Loading No. Item 
This student teacher: 
572 Ell. recognized and planned for a change of pace during a 
class. 
561 E22. planned and provided varied, meaningful activities to 
develop principles presented; provided change of pace 
during period. 
1 
'"Revised sentence construction. 
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Factor Item 
Loading No. Item 
552 E15. provided continual stimuli during class to motivate stu­
dents and encouraged them to carry through their own 
ideas. 
475 E24. provided realistic learning experiences so that students 
could actively transfer learnings. 
Tests of Differences between Groups 
Performance and attitudes as assessed by student teachers 
The results of the analyses of variance, which were made to determine 
whether or not there were any significant differences between the perform­
ance and attitudes of student teachers under S-F and A-F systems of grad­
ing, are discussed in this section. A 2 x 16 analysis of variance was made 
for each of the nine factors derived from the instruments administered to 
the student teachers. As reported in the first section of this chapter, 
two of the factors were general and seven were specific. 
Significant F-values for main.effects and interaction were obtained in 
three of the nine analyses of variance. Significant differences were found 
for one general factor, II, The Cooperating Teacher and Teaching; and two 
specific factors, IV, Anxiety, and VII, The Cooperating Teacher. The 
details of these analyses are presented in the following section. 
Factor II The cooperating teacher and teaching The results of the 
analyses of variance for Factor II, one of the general factors, are given 
in Tabic 4, and a scatter plot of mean Factor II scores by grading system 
for each cooperating teacher is presented in Figure 1. As shown in Table 4, 
method of grading was a significant source of variance. The mean scores 
for method of grading were 1.72 for S-F and 1.26 for A-F, indicating that 
responses to Factor II, Hie Cooperating Teacher and Teaching, were more 
97 
TABLE 4 
Analysis of variance: Factor II (student teacher) 
Source df MS F 
Method of grading (A) 1 2.00 6.25* 
Cooperating teacher (B) 15 1.34 4.16** 
A X B 15 .77 2.41* 
Error 18 .32 
*«. 05. 
**p<,01. 
positive under the S-F than under the A-F grading system. These scores are 
expressed in standard deviations above or below zero as a result of divid­
ing the transformed factor score for each subject by the standard deviation 
of her responses to the items within the factor. 
The second source of variance, responses of student teachers to the 16 
different cooperating teachers, was significant beyond the .01 level. The 
groups of student teachers, ignoring grading system, who had the highest 
mean scores, were assigned to cooperating teachers 16, 12, 11, and 14, 
while those with the lowest scores worked with cooperating teachers 6, 3, 
and 5 (See Figure 1). The means for each cooperating teacher, the number 
of student teachers assigned to her, and the ranges of the standard devia­
tions of the student teachers are given in Table 30, Appendix I. 
Although «•'le F-vflluea for main effects were significant, the signifi­
cant interaction was an indication that interpretation of the tests of main 
effects must be qualified and that student teachers under the 16 coopérât-
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Mean scores by method of grading for 
16 cooperating teachers: Factor II 
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ing teachers behaved differently under the different grading systems. 
Examination of Figure 1 reveals that although most of the mean scores for 
cooperating teachers by grading systems intersect at points to the left of 
the diagonal, indicating higher scores under S-F, there were exceptions to 
this direction of response. Student teachers with cooperating teachers 12, 
15, 5, and 6 had higher scores under the A-F than under the S-F system. 
Scores on Factor II, The Cooperating Teacher and Teaching, were, therefore, 
dependent upon the combination of cooperating teacher to whom the student 
teacher was assigned and the method of grading. 
Factor IV Anxiety The results of the analysis of variance for 
Factor IV, one of the specific factors, are given in Table 5. Method of 
grading was highly significant as a source of variance, with mean scores 
of -.22 under S-F and .14 under A-F. Because high scores on this factor 
reflect a high degree of anxiety, the results indicated that student teach­
ers were less anxious or tense under the S-F grading system. 
TABLE 5 
Analysis of variance: Factor IV (student teacher) 
Source df MS F 
Method of grading (A) 1 2.27 18. ,92** 
Cooperating teacher (B) 15 .57 4. ,75** 
A X B 15 .54 4, 50** 
Error 18 .12 
**p<.01. 
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As shown in Table 5, the cooperating teachers were also a highly sig­
nificant source of variance. Cooperating teachers with whom student teach­
ers were least anxious, regardless of method of grading, were 14, 11, 3, 
12, and 16, in that order (See Figure 2). Student teachers were most anx­
ious with cooperating teachers 5, 10, 15, and 6. Means and standard devia­
tions for all of the cooperating teachers are listed in Table 32, Appen­
dix I. 
The highly significant interaction again indicates that one needs to 
examine the relationship between method of grading and the different coop­
erating teachers. An examination of Figure 2 reveals that although, in 
general, mean factor scores were higher for A-F than S-F, there were excep­
tions to this trend. Student teachers who were assigned to cooperating 
teachers 3, 8, 12, and 15 were less tense under the A-F system than the 
student teachers assigned to those cooperating teachers under the S-F grad­
ing system. Degree of anxiety was, therefore, a result of the combination 
of method of grading and cooperating teacher. 
Factor VII The cooperating teacher Similar to the pattern of the 
previous findings, the F-values for main effects and interaction for Factor 
VII were significant, with the method of grading significant beyond the .05 
level and the F-values for cooperating teacher and interaction significant 
beyond the .01 level (see Table 6). The mean factor score under S-F was 
2.31 and under A-F, 1.67, indicating that student teachers under the S-F 
system of grading viewed their relationship with their cooperating teacher 
more positively than those under A-F although both means are in a positive 
direction. 
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TABLE 6 
Analysis of variance: Factor VII (student teacher) 
Source df MS F 
Method of grading (A) 1 4.82 6.60* 
Cooperating teacher (B) 15 4.29 5.88** 
A X B 15 2.70 3.69** 
Error 18 .73 
*p<. 05. 
**p<.01. 
When method of grading was ignored, the cooperating teachers with the 
highest mean scores on Factor VII were 16 and 12 while those with the low­
est scores were 5, 6, and 3 (see Figure 3 and Appendix I, Table 36). Stu­
dent teachers assigned to cooperating teachers 16 and 12 were also among 
those who were least anxious. Factor IV, while those assigned to cooperat­
ing teacher 5 were most anxious. The responses of these student teachers 
were, therefore, consistent on Factor IV, Anxiety, and Factor VII, The 
Cooperating Teacher. When the responses of all of the student teachers by 
cooperating teacher were compared on these two factors, however, consider­
able shifting in rank order was observed. For example, student teachers 
assigned to cooperating teacher 13 were among the most anxious but had the 
third highest score on Factor VII, The Cooperating Teacher. On the other 
hand, student teachers assigned to cooperating teachers 3 and 8 ranked 
third and sixth in degree of anxiety, i.e., were among the least anxious, 
but ranked thirteenth and fifteenth on Factor VII. This would seem to 
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indicate that the attitudes of the student teachers toward their cooperat­
ing teachers were affected by a variety of aspects, only one of which might 
have been degree of anxiety experienced while student teaching. 
Examination of the scatter plot in Figure 3 reveals the pattern of 
interaction between method of grading and cooperating teacher. Although 
scores, in general, were higher for the S-F student teachers, those graded 
on the A-F option who were assigned to cooperating teachers 5, 6, 10, 12, 
and 14 had higher scores on this factor than those graded on the S-F 
option. The attitudes of the student teachers toward their cooperating 
teachers were, therefore, dependent upon the combination of method of grad­
ing and the cooperating teacher to whom they were assigned. 
Discussion of results across Factors II, IV, and VII Scores of the 
student teacher under the A-F grading system assigned to cooperating 
teacher 12 were higher on Factor II, The Cooperating Teacher and Teaching, 
and VII, The Cooperating Teacher, and lower on Factor IV, Anxiety, than the 
scores of the student teacher under S-F. It was obvious that the student 
teacher under A-F viewed each of these aspects of student teaching more 
positively than did the student teacher under S-F. Since this cooperating 
teacher had only one student teacher under each system, the results may 
have been due largely to the particular student teachers Involved rather 
than the method of grading. Since data from the situations in which there 
were only two student teachers assigned to the cooperating teacher were not 
as reliable as those from situations with four student teachers, the inves­
tigator examined the data to determine numbers of student teachers Involved 
In the rest of the cases in which A-F was favored. In these 10 other 
instances, four were based on one student teacher under each system, five 
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on two under each system, and one on three under A-F and one under S-F. It 
would appear, therefore, that the results were based on an adequate variety 
of cases and that scores favoring A-F were not due just to the particular 
student teachers involved. 
Since student teachers, in general, were both less anxious and had 
more positive attitudes toward their cooperating teacher under the S-F sys­
tem of grading, a further question was explored. The question was whether 
or not factor scores for student teachers assigned to the same cooperating 
teacher would favor the same method of grading for both Factor IV, Anxiety, 
and Factor VII, The Cooperating Teacher, even though the degree of cer­
tainty reflected by the scores might differ. Although the result in most 
Instances was that the factor scores favored the same method of grading for 
both factors, there were some exceptions. Student teachers with cooperat­
ing teachers 5, 6, 10, and 14 were less anxious under S-F but had lower 
scores on Factor VII, The Cooperating Teacher, than the student teachers 
under A-F. Student teachers assigned to cooperating teachers 3, 8, and 15 
were more anxious under S-F but viewed the cooperating teacher in a more 
positive manner than did the A-F student teachers. These differences in the 
way different student teachers reacted to similar situations would seem to 
indicate that some scores were more likely a reflection of individual dif­
ferences than of differences due to method of grading or cooperating 
teacher. 
Scores on these three factors for the six student teachers who had 
originally requested A-F, but who agreed to change to S-F, were also exam­
ined to ascertain if their scores were considerably different from those 
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who originally requested S-F. In no instance did the scores of these stu­
dents appear to account for more than the average amount of variance. 
Factors I, 111, V, VI. VIII, and IX Although there were no signif­
icant differences resulting from the analyses of the other six factors, an 
examination of the mean scores by method of grading was of interest. Mean 
scores by cooperating teacher and ranges of standard deviations for these 
factors are included in Tables 29, 31, 33, 34, 36, and 37 in Appendix I. 
As reported previously, the mean scores for Factors II, IV, and VII, 
which were significantly different, were more favorable under the S-F grad­
ing system. This pattern, although not significant, was maintained for 
Factors I, Experiences with Pupils, and VI, Attitude toward Teaching (see 
Table 7). Thus, it appears that there is a tendency for these student 
teachers to view their overall experiences with their pupils and their 
reactions to teaching in a somewhat more positive vein under the S-F grad­
ing system than under the A-F system. Although the F-value for cooperating 
teacher as a source of variance for Factor VI did not meet the criterion 
for this study of .05 significance level, it did approach significance in 
that it was significant beyond the .10 level. It would appear that atti­
tude toward teaching is more likely to be influenced by the cooperating 
teacher than the method of grading. 
Conversely, student teachers tended to respond to items in Factor III, 
The College Supervisor; V, Planning and Execution of Lesson Plan; and IX, 
Enthusiasm-Openness, with higher scores under A-F than under S-F. Method 
of grading as a source of variance approached significance on Factor IX 
with an F-value significant beyond the .10 level. This indicates a ten-
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TABLE 7 
Means of transformed student teacher factor scores by method of grading 
Mean scores 
Factor S-F A-F 
I Experiences with pupils 1.52 1.38 
II The cooperating teacher and 
teaching 1.72* 1.26* 
III The college supervisor .80 .86 
IV Anxiety^ -.22^ ,14^ 
V Planning and execution of lesson plan .79 .92 
VI Attitude toward teaching 1.27 1.14 
VII The cooperating teacher 2.31* 1.67* 
VIII The pupils .69 .71 
IX Enthusiasm-openness 1.01 1.33 
*For this factor, there was a significant difference between method of 
grading at the .05 level. 
^Scored in reverse direction from other factors, i.e., the higher the 
score, the higher the degree of anxiety. 
^For this factor, there was a significant difference between method of 
grading at the .01 level. 
dency for student teachers on A-F to view themselves as being more enthusi­
astic and open than those on S-F. 
Specific items on the student teacher Instruments A one-way analy­
sis of variance was made of the Individual items on the Student Teacher 
Questionnaire and the Evaluation of Student Teaching to determine whether 
or not there were significant differences by method of grading in responses 
of the student teachers. A major reason for performing this analysis was 
to provide a means of examining those items which were not included in any 
of the factors. It was recognized, however, chac these îéôulLs would be 
less reliable than those obtained from the analysis of the factors. 
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The 13 items for which F-values were significant at either the .01 or 
.05 levels are listed in Table 8. For all items, the mean scores of the 23 
student teachers under S-F were higher on items expressed in a positive 
manner and lower on negatively expressed items than those of the 27 student 
teachers under A-F. The scores are expressed as normal deviates with a 
possible range of -233 to 233. The number on the original 99-point scale 
to which these means correspond can be obtained from a table of percentile 
values of the unit normal curve. The scores, in general, were highly posi­
tive or negative, depending on the direction of the statement, indicating 
that student teachers viewed their experiences in a positive manner. 
Five of the 13 items shown in Table 8 were in the factors for which 
significant differences were found and which have been previously discussed. 
Items 14, 27, 60, 89, and 90 were in Factor II, item 60 in Factor IV, and 
items 89 and 90 in Factor VII. These items, which dealt with the relation­
ship between the cooperating teacher and student teacher and the tenseness 
of the student teaching experience, obviously contributed to the results 
obtained from the two-way analyses of variance. 
Item 22 which dealt with the degree of satisfaction experienced in 
relationships with pupils was in Factor I, which did not result in signifi­
cant differences. The difference in responses to item 22, however, indi­
cated that there was a tendency for these relationships to be more satisfy­
ing for student teachers graded under S-F than under A-F. The 183.65 was 
the second highest mean score for either group on any item in the instru­
ment and was equivalent to approximately 96.6 on the original scale. 
"Oie other seven items were not assigned to any of the factors but 
reflect ideas consistent with the findings from the two-way analyses of 
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TABLE 8 
One-way analysis of variance: 
Individual items from student teacher instruments 
Mean score 
Item F S-F A-F 
10. If an approach used in the classroom was 
not successful, the student teacher 
would be penalized. 6.04* -206.74 -149.82 
14. Assuming the role of a teacher was a 
satisfying experience. 5.91* 183.65 132.11 
22. Relationships established with the 
pupils were satisfying. 4.66* 182.65 145.78 
27. The cooperating teacher was receptive 
to questioning of her teaching methods. 8.14** 85.74 6.60 
28. Student teachers are not adequately 
prepared to understand adolescents. 6.64* -77.87 -4.96 
59. The grade assigned in student teaching 
is an important part of the student 
teacher's academic record. 7.04* -4.13 95.04 
60. Student teaching was a tense experience. 5.41* -71.65 1.67 
89. The cooperating teacher encouraged the 
student teacher to seek solutions to 
problems. 4.56* 161.09 112.56 
90. The cooperating teacher asked the stu­
dent teacher for ideas about ways they 
might work together. 4.54* 113.74 45.22 
92. Satisfactory-Fail would be better than 
A,B,C,D,F for grading H. Ed. 407 (stu­
dent teaching). 9.81** 181.70 81.00 
95. Satisfactory-Fail would be better than 
A,B,C,D,F for grading H. Ed. 406 
(methods). 10.04** 154.52 34.89 
E23. This student teacher had necessary and 
appropriate materials readily available. 4.20* 142.17 110.70 
E31. This student teacher consulted cooperat­
ing teacher for advice after consider­
ing possible solution to difficult or 
unusual problem; made and abided by 
decisions within her jurisdiction. 5.33* 170.35 129.18 
*p<. 05. 
**p<.01. 
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variance. Student teachers under S-F were less likely to feel they would 
be penalized for unsuccessful approaches used in the classroom, felt better 
prepared to understand adolescents, consulted the cooperating teacher more 
often, and placed less emphasis on the grade assigned in student teaching 
than those student teachers under A-F. 
The responses to items 92 and 95, which dealt with the alternative 
methods of grading, were two of the three items for which F-values were 
significant at the .01 level. Those who had experienced student teaching 
under S-F not only believed S-F was better for grading student teaching 
but also believed it would be better for grading H. Ed. 406, a methods 
course preceding student teaching. The mean score of 181.70 for item 92 
was among the hi^est mean scores for any item on the questionnaire for 
either group and is equivalent to approximately 96.5 on the original 99-
point scale. The 81.00 for the A-F group is equivalent to a 79 on the 
original scale. The means of 154.52 (S-F) and 34.89 (A-F) for item 95, 
alternative for grading one of the home economics education methods 
courses, are equivalent to approximately 94 and 64 on the original scale. 
The much larger difference between the scores on the normal deviate scale 
is due to the fact that extreme responses were weighted more heavily than 
more moderate responses. It is evident that those who experienced the S-F 
method of grading had highly positive reactions to it as an alternative for 
grading student teaching and their methods course prior to student teaching. 
Conclusions in regard to Hypothesis The results of the analyses 
of variance allowed the investigator to reject Hypothesis 1: There is no 
difference between student teachers under S-F and A-F systems of grading in 
their performance and attitudes toward the student teaching experience as 
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measured by factor scores on the Student Teacher Questionnaire and Evalua­
tion of Student Teaching, for Factors II, IV, and VII and to fail to reject 
the hypothesis for Factors I, III, V, VI, VIII, and IX. Factors I and II 
were general factors and III through IX were the specific factors. The 
aspects of the student teaching experience, as assessed by the student 
teacher, which were affected by the method of grading were attitudes toward 
the cooperating teacher and teaching, as reflected by the general factor, 
and degrees of anxiety and attitudes toward the cooperating teacher, as 
reflected in the specific factors. Student teachers, by method of grading, 
were less anxious and had more positive attitudes toward their cooperating 
teacher under S-F than A-F. In addition, there were significant differen­
ces among cooperating teachers in the responses of the student teachers to 
the items in these factors. The significant interactions for each of these 
factors indicated that general attitudes toward the cooperating teacher and 
teaching, degree of anxiety, and specific attitudes toward the cooperating 
teacher experienced during student teaching were a result of the combina­
tion of method of grading and cooperating teacher; neither method was best 
for all student teachers. 
On the other hand, attitudes reflected by the following specific fac­
tors, The College Supervisor, Attitudes toward Teaching, and Ihe Pupils, 
were not affected by either the method of grading or cooperating teacher. 
The assessment by the student teacher of her ability to plan and execute a 
lesson plan and of her enthusiasm and openness were also similar under the 
two methods of grading and 16 cooperating teachers. It appeared that 
method of grading and cooperating teacher had little effect on the rela­
tionships student teachers had with their pupils and college supervisors 
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and on their assessment of their enthusiasm and of their performance, as 
measured by Factor V. Since student teaching is the culminating experience 
for home economics education students, one could assume that most of them 
are highly motivated to be successful in the classroom and in their rela­
tionships with their pupils, regardless of method of grading. Since the 
student teachers were also aware that the letter of recommendation from 
their cooperating teacher became a part of their credentials, this fact 
probably had some influence on their desire to perform at a high level. 
Performance and attitudes as assessed by cooperating teachers 
The results of the analyses of variance, which were made to determine 
whether or not there were any significant differences between the assess­
ment by the cooperating teacher of the performance and attitudes of student 
teachers under the S-F and A-F systems of grading, are discussed in this 
section. A 2 x 16 analysis of variance was made for each of the six fac­
tors derived from the instruments administered to the cooperating teachers. 
Significant F-values for one of the main effects were obtained in one 
of the six analyses of variance. This factor was IV, Selection of Teaching 
Methods. 
Factor III Anxiety The results of the analysis of variance for 
Factor III are given in Table 9. There was a significant interaction at 
the .05 level indicating that degree of anxiety was a result of the combi­
nation of method of grading and cooperating teacher. As shown in Figure 4, 
student teachers who were less anxious under S-F were assigned to cooperat­
ing teachers 14, 9, 11, 3, 13, and 7. The student teachers assigned to the 
remainder of the cooperating teachers were perceived as being less anxious 
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TABLE 9 
Analysis of variance: Factor III (cooperating teacher) 
Source df MS F 
Method of grading (A) 1 2.57 1.96 
Cooperating teacher (B) 15 1.77 1.35 
A X B 15 3.46 2.63* 
Error 18 1.31 
*p<. 05. 
under the A-F system. There was agreement in terms of grading system under 
which there was least anxiety between the responses of the student teachers 
on their anxiety factor and those of their cooperating teacher for 50 per­
cent of the cooperating teachers, numbers 14, 9, 11, 13, 7, 12, 15, and 8. 
In the other instances, the relationship between grading method and degree 
of anxiety estimated by the cooperating teachers was the opposite of that 
reported by the student teachers. For example, cooperating teacher 3 
believed the S-F student teachers were less anxious, but the scores of the 
student teachers indicated that those under A-F were least anxious. 
Factor IV Selection and variety of teaching methods The signifi­
cant source of variance for Factor IV, as shown in Table 10, was cooperat­
ing teacher. The cooperating teachers who gave their student teachers the 
highest scores on this factor, regardless of grading system, were 7, 11, 
and 8; whereas, those giving the lowest scores were 10, 3, and 9. Willing­
ness of the student teacher to try a variety of teaching methods, as per­
ceived by the cooperating teacher, showed more variation among cooperating 
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TABLE 10 
Analysis of variance; Factor IV (cooperating teacher) 
Source df MS F 
Method of grading (A) 1 .56 .68 
Cooperating teacher (B) 15 3.30 4.15** 
A X B 15 1.10 1.33 
Error 18 .82 
**p<.01. 
teachers than between methods of grading. Means and the range of standard 
deviations for all cooperating teachers are included in Table 41, Appen­
dix I, 
Factors II, V, and VI There were no significant differences 
between the scores on Factor I, Dimensions of Relationships with Pupils 
and Self-Evaluation; Factor II, Aspects of Planning for Teaching; V, Abil­
ity to Plan Ahead; and VI, Variety and Appropriateness of Classroom Activi­
ties. As shown in Table 11, mean scores given by cooperating teachers were 
consistently higher for the student teachers under A-F than for those under 
S-F. 
Although the criterion for level of significance for this study was 
not reached, the interaction approached significance (p<. 10) for Factor II, 
Aspects of Planning for Teaching. This would suggest that adequacy of 
planning, as assessed by the cooperating teacher, depended on the combina­
tion of method of grading and cooperating teacher. For Factor V, Ability 
to Plan Ahead, cooperating teacher as a source of variance approached sig-
116 
TABLE 11 
Means of transformed cooperating teacher 
factor scores by method of grading 
Mean scores 
Factor S-F A-F 
I. Dimensions of relationships with pupils and self-
evaluation 1.71 2.25 
II. Aspects of planning for teaching 1.83 2.55 
III. Anxiety -1.22 -1.54 
IV. Selection and variety of teaching methods .73 1.16 
V. Ability to plan ahead 1.04 1.45 
VI. Variety and appropriateness of classroom activities 1.22 1.67 
nlflcance (p<.10). Means and ranges of standard deviations for Factors I, 
II, V, and VI are given In Tablés 38, 39, 42, and 43, Appendix I. 
Specific items on the cooperating teacher instruments A one-way 
analysis of variance was made dn each of the items in the instruments 
administered to the cooperating teachers to determine whether or not there 
were significant differences by method of grading in their responses to 
specific items. The only item with means which were significantly differ­
ent (.01 level) was item 6, "This student teacher recognized her limita­
tions as a student teacher." The means, expressed as normal deviates, were 
142.65 for the S-F group and 68.63 for the A-F group. This item was not 
assigned to one of the factors derived from the factor analysis. 
Conclusions in regard to Hypothesis ^  
The results of the analyses of variance did not permit the investi­
gator to reject Hypothesis 2 for any o£ the factors. Hypothesis 2 was 
stated as follows: There is no difference between the assessment of the 
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performance and attitudes of the student teachers by their cooperating 
teachers as measured by factor scores on the Cooperating Teacher Opinion-
naire and Evaluation of Student Teaching under the S-F and A-F grading sys­
tems. Although method of grading was not a significant source of variance 
for any of the factors, there was a significant interaction for Factor III, 
Anxiety, which indicated that degree of anxiety, as assessed by the cooper­
ating teacher, varied according to the combination of cooperating teacher 
and method of grading. 
Cooperating teacher was a significant source of variance for Factor IV, 
Selection and Variety of Teaching Methods. This finding is evidence that 
there was more variation in selection and variety of teaching methods among 
cooperating teachers than between methods of grading. 
There were no differences between method of grading or cooperating 
teacher on the factors dealing with relationships with pupils and self-
evaluation, planning for teaching, planning ahead, or selection of a vari­
ety of appropriate classroom activities. On the basis of cooperating 
teacher judgments, there were no differences in the planning and perform­
ance in the classroom of the student teachers as measured by Factors I, II, 
V, and VI. 
Performance of student teachers as assessed by ratings of class sessions 
Examination of the mean scores by student teachers from the analysis 
of the audiotapes revealed variation in the ratings given to student 
teacher behaviors, i.e., the ratings did not cluster around the mean or 
were not all high or all low. For example, ratings ranged from -15.00 to 
146.00 on Item 2, from -98.00 to 116.00 on Item 6, and from -129.50 to 
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129.50 on Item 8. The evidence seemed to indicate that ratings on the 
dimensions of behavior included in the Analysis of Teaching instrument were 
differentiating among student teachers. Means by cooperating teachers for 
all items are included in Appendix I, Table 44. 
Items which were least effective due to lack of evidence on which to 
base ratings (frequent use of 50) were Items 10 and 13. Admitting lack of 
knowledge and using unexpected opportunities for teaching were the behav­
iors described in these items. A larger sample of performance in the 
classroom appeared to be necessary to obtain a reliable measure of these 
behaviors. 
Since there was no way of controlling grade level and content of units 
taught, it was of interest to the investigator to compare this type of 
information for the two groups. The student teachers reported the follow­
ing grade levels of the classes audiotaped. 
Number of classes 
Grade level S-F A-F 
8 2 2 
9 6 8 
10 4 2 
11 8 5 
12 8 11 
The number of classes taught in family relations, consumer education, and 
clothing construction was similar both quarters. Twice as many foods and 
nutrition classes were recorded fall quarter as winter quarter, 10 and 5, 
respectively. More child development classes were recorded winter quarter 
than fall quarter, five versus one. In general, the two groups were more 
alike than different on grade level and concent of uniLa. XL waâ aSàumcù 
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that student teachers had comparable opportunities to exhibit the behaviors 
assessed by the Analysis of Teaching instrument. 
Considerable variation from item to item was observed in mean scores 
that were calculated by method of grading (see Table 12). Items with the 
lowest scores were 14, 7, and 1 which dealt with provision of opportunities 
for open-ended inquiry, guidance of pupils in the statement of generaliza­
tions, and indication of purposes of the class session. The highest rat­
ings were given on Items 4, 5, and 11 which were concerned with selection 
of appropriate concepts, accuracy of concepts presented, and involvement of 
pupils in the learning process. 
The results of the analysis of the ratings of the two class sessions 
audiotaped by the student teachers are reported in this section. The pur­
pose of this analysis was to determine whether or not there were differen­
ces in the performance of the student teachers under the S-F and A-F grad­
ing systems as assessed by the ratings of the tapes. A repeated measures 
model was used for the analyses of variance, which were made for each of 
the 15 items in the Analysis of Teaching observation system. 
Item 2  Related major parts of the lesson to each other either by 
statement or flow of plan The source of variance which was significant 
for Item 2 was the AB interaction (see Table 13). As shown in Figure 5, 
the scatter plot of means by cooperating teacher for this item, student 
teachers with cooperating teachers 1, 6, and 5 had higher scores under A-F 
and those with cooperating teachers 2 and 3 had higher scores under S-F. 
The major contribution to the significant interaction was probably the 
large difference in scores for the student teachers with cooperating 
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TABLE 12 
Means of item ratings from analysis 
of audiotapes by method of grading 
Mean scores 
Item S-F A-F 
1. Indicated purposes of the class within the 
introductory statements. -81.46 -79.25 
2. Related major parts of the lesson to each 
other either by statement or flow of plan. 88.46 85.21 
3. Provided a combination of activities likely to 
lead to attainment of objectives. 86.43 75.07 
4. Selected concepts appropriate for home econom­
ics instruction at the secondary level. 128.50 128.00 
5. Expressed concepts accurately. 111.57 108.39 
6. Developed generalizations including their 
being stated. 2.96 22.36 
7. Guided pupils to state generalizations or con­
clusions . -118.86 -133.68 
8. Asked questions which contributed to the 
achievement of the objectives by the pupils. 69.71 51.54 
9. Clarified statements when questioned on a spe­
11.18* cific point or rephrased content. 33.04* 
10. Admitted lack of knowledge on a point she did 
not know. 4.78 9.61 
11. Involved pupils in the learning process. 104.43 101.39 
12. Exhibited concern for pupils and their learn­ -
ing. 62.96 75.00 
13. Used opportunities for teaching which arose 
unexpectedly. -2.75 .04 
14. Provided opportunities for open-ended inquiry 
on the part of the pupils. -183.64 -147.54 
15. Showed consistency between lesson plan and 
class session. 97.86 118.46 
*p<.05. 
teacher 3. Performance in relation to Item 2 was affected by the combina 
tion of method of grading and cooperating teacher. 
Item 4 Selected concepts appropriate for home economics instruction 
at the secondary level The AC interaction, method of grading by tape 
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TABLE 13 
Analysis of variance: Item 2 
Source df MS F 
Method of grading (A) 1 147.88 .13 
Cooperating teacher (B) 6 1605.24 1.39 
A X B 6 4768.58 4.13* 
Subj. w. groups 14 1155.45 
Tape (C) 1 36.16 .05 
A X C 1 407.16 .58 
B X C 6 1376.95 1.94 
A X B X C 6 1966.37 2.78 
C X subj. w. groups 14 707.95 
*p<.05. 
number, was the only significant source of variance for Item 4 (see Table 
14). The mean scores, expressed as normal deviates, for the S-F student 
teachers were 132.71 for the first class session taped and 124.29 for the 
second tape; whereas, the mean scores for the A-F student teachers were 
121.79 for the first class session and 134.21 for the second one. The sig 
nificant interaction was, therefore, a result of the higher rating for the 
S-F student teachers on the first tape and for the A-F student teachers on 
the second tape. 
Item ^  Expressed concepts accurately The same source of variance 
was significant for Item 5 as for Item 4, i.e., the AC interaction (see 
Table 15). On Item 5, however, the S-F group had higher scores on the sec 
ond tape and the A-F group on the first tape. The mean scores for the two 
tapes were 101.71 and 121.43 for the S-F student teachers and 115.43 and 
101.36 for the A-F student teachers. Performance on this item was influ­
enced by a combination of method of grading and tape number. 
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TABLE 14 
Analysis of variance: Item 4 
Source df MS F 
Method of grading (A) 1 3. 50 .004 
Cooperating teacher (B) 6 640. 67 .77 
A X B 6 505. 92 .60 
Subj. w. groups 14 836. 75 
Tape (C) 1 56. 00 .28 
A X C 1 1522. 57 7.48* 
B X C 6 176. 08 .86 
A X B X C 6 254. 57 1.25 
C X subj. w. groups 14 203. 61 
*p<. 05. 
TABLE 15 
Analysis of variance: Item 5 
Source df MS F 
Method of grading (A) 1 141. 45 .16 
Cooperating teacher (B) 6 395. 77 .46 
A X B 6 637. 20 .74 
Subj. w. groups 14 863. 30 
Tape (C) 1 111. 45 .22 
A X C 1 3995. 16 7.95* 
B X C 6 1154. 03 2.30 
A X B X C 6 203. 41 .40 
C X subj. w. groups 14 502. 59 
*{<•05. 
Item ^  Asked questions which contributed to the achievement of the 
objectives by the pupils As shown in Table 16, the AB interaction for 
this item was significant at the .05 level. The scatter plot of mean 
scores by method of grading in Figure 6 shows that student teachers with 
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TABLE 16 
Analysis of variance: Item 8 
Source df MS F 
Method of grading (A) 1 4626.44 1.16 
Cooperating teacher (B) 6 9240.46 2.31 
A X B 6 11798.77 2.95* 
Subj. w. groups 14 3995.05 
Tape (C) 1 196.88 .05 
A X C 1 2987.16 .80 
B X C 6 2533.04 . 68 
A X B X C 6 6432.23 1.72 
C X subj. w. groups 14 3743.64 
*p<. 05. 
cooperating teachers 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7 performed at a higher level under 
S-F, while student teachers with cooperating teachers 1 and 5 performed at 
a higher level under A-F. Performance on Item 8 was, therefore, dependent 
upon the combination of method of grading and cooperating teacher. 
Item 2 Clarified statements when questioned on ^  specific point or 
rephrased content when it was not understood Method of grading was a 
significant source of variance for this item (see Table 17). The mean 
score for the S-F student teachers was 11.18 and for the A-F student teach­
ers 33.04, indicating that the student teachers under A-F received higher 
ratings than those under S-F for clarification of questions or content dur­
ing class sessions they taught. 
Item 11 Involved pupils in the learning process The two sources 
of variance which were significant were cooperating teacher and the ABC 
interaction, as shown in Table 18. When method of grading was ignored, the 
student teachers with cooperating teachers 1 and 6 had the highest scores. 
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TABLE 17 
Analysis of variance; Item 9 
Source df MS F 
Method of grading (A) 1 6688.28 4.84* 
Cooperating teacher (B) 6 1788.93 1.29 
A X B 6 1126.83 .82 
Subj, w. groups 14 1382.18 
Tape (C) 1 1263.50 2.04 
A X C 1 0.0 0,0 
B X C 6 1058.79 1.71 
A X B X C 6 774.87 1.25 
C X subj. w. groups 14 620.18 
*p<.05. 
TABLE 18 
Analysis of variance: Item 11 
Source df MS F 
Method of grading (A) 1 129.02 .05 
Cooperating teacher (B) 6 6820.65 2.85* 
A X B 6 6433.89 2.69 
Subj. w. groups 14 2391.55 
Tape (C) 1 559.44 .81 
A X C 1 385.88 .56 
B X C 6 225.74 .33 
A X B X C 6 2181.82 3.16* 
C X subj. w. groups 14 690.28 
*p<. 05. 
127 
and those with cooperating teacher 5 had the lowest scores. Mean scores by 
cooperating teacher are included in Appendix I, Table 44. In addition, the 
ABC interaction indicated that involvement of pupils in the learning proc­
ess was dependent upon a combination of method of grading, cooperating 
teacher, and tape number. 
Item 12 Exhibited concern for pupils and their learning Table 19 
shows that the ÂB interaction was a highly significant source of variance 
for Item 12. More concern was exhibited for pupils and their learning 
under S-F for student teachers with cooperating teachers 3, 2, and 4; 
whereas, those with cooperating teachers 1, 5, 7, and 5 exhibited more con­
cern under A-F (see Figure 7). Performance on Item 12 was, therefore, 
affected by a combination of method of grading and cooperating teacher. 
Item 13 Used opportunities for teaching which arose unexpectedly 
There was a significant difference between ratings of the first and second 
class sessions taught by the student teachers on Item 13 (see Table 20). 
TABLE 19 
Analysis of variance: Item 12 
Source df MS F 
Method of grading (A) 
Cooperating teacher (B) 
A X B 
Subj. w. groups 
Tape (C) 
A X C 
B X C 
A X B X C 
C X subj. w. groups 
1 
6 
6 
14 
1 
1 
6 
6 
14 
2028.02 
1772.68 
3804.43 
760.20 
100.44 
228.02 
756.20 
1126.68 
784.98 
2.67 
2.33 
5.00** 
.13 
.29 
.96 
1.44 
**p<. 01. 
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TABLE 20 
Analysis of variance; Item 13 
Source df MS F 
Method of grading (A) 1 108. 64 .46 
Cooperating teacher (B) 6 170. 35 .73 
A X B 6 78. 35 .33 
Subj. w. groups 14 234. 21 
Tape (C) 1 412. 57 7.92* 
A X C 1 171. 50 3.29 
B X C 6 37. 53 .72 
A X B X C 6 140. 79 2.70 
C X subj. w. groups 14 52. 07 
*p<. 05. 
The mean score for the rating of the first tape was -4.07 and for the sec­
ond tape 1.36. There was, therefore, improvement in performance of this 
item as measured by the two audiotapes of class sessions. 
Item 15 Showed consistency between lesson plan and class session 
The four significant sources of variance for Item 15 are shown in Table 21. 
The difference between the means for method of grading, which was signifi­
cant at the .05 level, were 97.86 for S-F and 118.46 for A-F, indicating 
that there was more consistency between the lesson plan and class session 
for the A-F student teachers than for the S-F student teachers. 
Cooperating teacher as a source of variance was also significant at 
the .05 level. Regardless of grading system, student teachers assigned to 
cooperating teacher 2 had the lowest scores and those assigned to cooperat­
ing teacher 6 had the highest scores (see Figure 8). The AB interaction is 
illustrated in Figure 8 in that student teachers with cooperating teachers 
6, 3, and 5 had higher scores under S-F and student teachers with coopérât-
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TABLE 21 
Analysis of variance: Item 15 
Source df MS F 
Method of grading (A) 1 5945.16 7.16* 
Cooperating teacher (B) 6 3527.86 4.25* 
A X B 6 3694.33 4.45* 
Subj. w. groups 14 830.34 
Tape (C) 1 80.16 .11 
A X C 1 1817.16 2.43 
B X C 6 1570.41 2.10 
A X B X C 6 3688.16 4.92** 
C X subj. w. groups 14 749.13 
*p<.05. 
**p<.01. 
Ing teachers 4, 1, 7, and 2 had higher scores under A-F. The large 
difference in scores for cooperating teacher 2 probably made the major con­
tribution to the significant interaction. The ABC interaction, which was 
significant at the .01 level, was evidence that rating on this item 
depended not only upon the combination of method of grading and cooperating 
teacher but also upon whether it was the first or second tape. 
Items 1^, 2» §L> Z» 12» and 14 There were no significant differences 
between ratings of performance on Items 1, 3, 6, 7, 10, and 14. The mean 
scores for these items by method of grading are shown in Table 21. There 
was little difference between groups in terms of indicating purposes of the 
class within the introductory statements, providing a combination of activ-
fri** likely to lead to attainment of objectives, guiding students to state 
generalizations or conclusions, or admitting lack of knowledge. There was a 
tendency for the A-F student teachers to receive higher ratings for Item 6, 
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development of generalizations,- and Item 14, provision of opportunities for 
open-ended inquiry. 
Conclusions in regard to Hypothesis 2 The results of the analyses 
of variance for each item on the Analysis of Teaching rating scale led to 
the rejection of Hypothesis 3 for Items 9 and 15; the hypothesis was not 
rejected for the rest of the items. The hypothesis was stated as follows: 
There is no difference between performance of student teachers under S-F 
and A-F grading systems as measured by ratings of audiotapes of classes 
taught by the student teacher. 
The only item for which method of grading was the only significant 
source of variance was Item 9, clarification of statements when questioned 
or rephrasing of content when it was not understood. The A-F student 
teachers received higher ratings on this item than those on S-F. Method of 
grading was among significant sources of variance for Item 15, showing con­
sistency between the lesson plan and class session. The A-F student teach­
ers also had higher scores on this item than did the S-F student teachers. 
Performance on Item 11, involving pupils in the learning process, and 
Item 15, showing consistency between lesson plan and class session, varied 
according to cooperating teacher. Ratings of performance were affected by 
a combination of method of grading and cooperating teacher for Item 2, 
relating major parts of lesson; Item 8, asking questions which contribute 
to the achievement of objectives; Item 12, exhibiting concern for pupils 
and their learning; and Item 15, showing consistency between the lesson 
plan and class session. 
The number of the tape was a significant source of variance for Item 
13, using opportunities for teaching which arose unexpectedly. Student 
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teachers had higher scores on the second tape than they did on the first 
one. 
The AC interaction was the significant source of variance for Item 4, 
selection of concepts appropriate for the secondary level, and Item 5, 
expressing concepts accurately. Performance on these items varied accord­
ing to the combination of method of grading and number of tape. 
The significant ABC interaction for Items 11 and 15 indicated that 
performance on these items was affected by a combination of the three main 
effects. The other significant sources of variance for these items were 
reported in the preceding discussion. 
In summary, method of grading was the only significant source of vari­
ance for one item and was among significant sources of variance for a sec­
ond item. Performance seemed to be more related (a) to the interaction 
between method of grading and cooperating teacher or number of tape and 
(b) to the cooperating teacher to whom the student teacher was assigned 
than to method of grading. 
Consideration of possible confounding variables 
The cooperating teachers were asked to respond to a series of open-
ended questions at the end of the Cooperating Teacher Opinionnaire. 
Responses to these items were summarized and are presented in this section. 
Item 51 dealt with the number of conferences held with the student 
teacher during a week. The range for the S-F student teachers was from 1 
to 5 times a week with a mean of 3.74. The range was the same for the A-F 
group and the mean was 3.69. 
134 
Item 52 asked for the number of written records the cooperating 
teacher made in regard to the student teacher during the quarter. The range 
for the S-F group was 2 to 40 with a mean of 12.73; whereas, the A-F range 
was 0 to 30 with a mean of 8.84. 
The third question, Item 53, asked the cooperating teacher to indicate, 
if she had been given a choice, the method of grading she would have pre­
ferred using with each student teacher assigned to her. The cooperating 
teachers during fall quarter were then asked what grade they would have 
given each student teacher if they had been assigning letter grades. Since 
the cooperating teachers knew the grading option selected by their student 
teachers fall quarter, no grades other than an S or F had been assigned. 
The final question asked the cooperating teachers for both quarters to 
indicate the extent of agreement with the statement, "The grade checked is 
an accurate estimate of her performance." 
The grading system preferred by the cooperating teachers for the stu­
dent teachers both fall and winter quarters is shown in Table 22. This 
table also shows the distribution of (a) the traditional letter grades the 
cooperating teachers would have given fall quarter if they had been 
required to do so and (b) the grades actually given winter quarter. S-F as 
a method of grading was preferred for 70 percent of the student teachers 
fall quarter, but by winter quarter it was preferred for only 44 percent of 
the student teachers. Consistent with this trend is the fact that S-F was 
the grading method preferred for 8 of the 11 student teachers who would 
have received A's fall quarter, but it was the method preferred for only 7 
of the 17 who received A's winter quarter. Also shown in Table 22 is the 
distribution of letter grades under the two methods of grading. Forty-
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TABLE 22 
Grading preference of cooperating teacher for each student teacher 
and distribution of grades under each system fall and winter quarters 
Grade assigned Grade assigned 
Grading preference A B C A B C 
Satisfactory-Fail 8 6 2 7 4 1 
A,B,C,D,F 2 3 0 9 4 0 
No choice 1 0 1 1 0 0 
Total 11 9 3 17 8 1 
^Grade reported is the grade which would have been assigned had the 
cooperating teacher been grading under the A-F option. 
eight percent of the grades fall quarter would have been A*s, but 63 per­
cent of the grades assigned winter quarter were A's. The mean cumulative 
grade point average for the student teachers fall and winter quarters were 
3.05 and 3.00, so the overall difference in performance should not have 
been affected by ability of the student teachers. 
The responses of the cooperating teachers to the item which asked them 
to indicate the degree of certainty that the letter grade they estimated 
fall quarter or assigned winter quarter was an accurate estimate of the 
student teacher's performance are summarized in Table 23. Fall quarter 
they appeared to be more certain of the A's they would have assigned, and 
winter quarter they appeared to be more certain of the B's they assigned. 
These scores are expressed in terms of normal deviates. They also seemed 
to be more certain of the A's they would have assigned fall quarter than 
they were of those they actually assigned winter quarter. The larger stan-
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TABLE 23 
Degree of certainty as to letter grade estimated or assigned 
Degree of certainty 
Fall Winter 
Letter grade Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 
A 133.92 58.65 109.76 51.49 
B 119.67 74.34 125.13 55.94 
C 75.00 124.29 84.00* 
*Only one C was assigned winter quarter. 
dard deviation associated with the assignment of the B's fall quarter was 
due largely to a response of uncertainty (transformed score of 0) by one of 
the cooperating teachers. 
When the information was summarized by number of cooperating teachers 
instead of student teachers, the following preferences were listed for fall 
quarter: S-F, 11; A-F, 2; 1 S-F and 1 A-F, 2; no choice, 1. Winter quar­
ter the preferences were: S-F, 9; A-F, 6; and 1 S-F and 1 A-F, 1. Ten of 
the cooperating teachers remained constant in their preference, three of 
them changed from one method to the other, and two made a partial change or 
did not care. In one instance where different methods were preferred by 
the same cooperating teacher, the cooperating teacher preferred S-F for "A" 
student teachers and A-F for "B" student teachers. The reverse was pre­
ferred in one instance and in another case, both student teachers received 
an A. 
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Intercorrelations between Factor Scores 
A further test of differences between groups was made by testing the 
significance of the differences between the correlations among the 
(a) cooperating teacher factors, (b) student teacher factors, and (c) coop­
erating teacher-student teacher factors under the two grading systems. 
Only the data for the 23 student teachers under S-F fall quarter and the 27 
student teachers under A-F winter quarter were used for this analysis. 
Cooperating teacher 
Intercorrelations between factors from the cooperating teacher instru­
ments under S-F and A-F systems of grading are shown in Table 24. The 
major difference between the two sets of correlations occurred among the 
correlations between Factor II and Factors I, IV, V, and VI. The correla­
tions were significantly higher (p<.01) among these factors under A-F than 
they were under S-F. Factor II was concerned with aspects of planning for 
teaching, and Factors I, IV, V, and VI dealt with dimensions of relation­
ships with pupils and self-evaluation, the variety of teaching methods 
selected by the student teacher, her ability to plan ahead, and the appro­
priateness of the classroom activities. It would appear that when cooper­
ating teachers are grading under the A-F system, there is a tendency for 
them to place more emphasis on the lesson plan and to be somewhat less dis­
criminating about different aspects of the behavior of their student teach­
ers than when they are grading under the S-F system. Except for Factor II, 
there were no significant differences between the correlations among coop­
erating teacher factors under the two grading systems. 
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TABLE 24 
Intercorrelations between factors from cooperating 
teacher instruments under two grading systems 
Factors I II III IV V VI 
I 1.00, 
S-F 
II .05 1,00 
III -.54 -.44. 1.00 
IV .37 .12% -.30 1.00 
V .59 .15° -.32 .58 1.00 
VI .72 .11 -.49 .73 .77 1.00 
A-F 
I 1.00 
II .65^ 1.00 
III -.48 -.17 1.00 
IV .52 .74b -.10 1.00 
V .71 .78^ -.41 .80 1.00 
VI .72 .88° -.34 .84 .90 1.00 
V-05 (\:Ps.p -
V.Ol (H^-.Pg.p •= P^.p). 
Student teacher 
Intercorrelations between the nine factors derived from the student 
teacher instruments are shown in Table 25. Two of three significant dif­
ferences between correlations under the two systems of grading were the 
correlations between Factor IV, Anxiety, and (a) Factor II, The Cooperating 
Teacher and Teaching, and (b) Factor VII, The Cooperating Teacher. A lower 
negative correlation (p<.05) was obtained under S-F than under A-F in both 
instances. The relationship between anxiety and attitudes toward the coop­
erating teacher was less defined under A-F than under S-F. The third sig-
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TABLE 25 
Intercorrelations between factors from student teacher 
instruments under two methods of grading 
Factors I II III IV V VI VII VIII IX 
S-F 
I 1.00 
II .17 1.00 
III .38 •22a 1.00 
IV -.28 -.73* -.43 1.00 
V .71 .38 .33 - ,44 1,00 
VI .45 .28 .26 -.19. .38 1.00 
VII .06 .82 .19 -,56 .29 
-.07b 1.00 
VIII .46 .17 .17 ,08 .30 .67 .04 1.00 
IX .37 ,52 .30 -.67 .62 ,19 .38 -.01 1.00 
A-F 
I 1.00 
II .25 1.00 
III .49 .20 1.00 
IV -.51 -.26^ .04 1.00 
V .52 .38 .47 -.03 1.00 
VI .36 .57 .27 .11a .54 1.00 
VII .15 .86 .25 -. 06 .36 .46b 1.00 
VIII .51 -.07 .30 -.23 -.02 .03 -.01 1.00 
IX .13 .29 .26 -.07 .39 .22 .21 ,17 1,00 
ap<.05 (\:Ps.F - Pa-f) 
V-Ol (\:ps.p - P^.p) 
nificant difference was between Factor VI, Attitude toward Teaching, and 
Factor VIII, The Pupils, with the higher correlation under S-F. 
Cooperating teacher and student teacher 
Incercottcldcions bctvcen factors from the student teacher and cooper­
ating teacher instruments are shown in Table 26. The one significant dif­
ference which occurred was in the correlations between Factor IX, Enthusi-
TABLE 26 
Intercorrelations between factors from student teacher and 
cooperating teacher instruments under two methods of grading 
Methods of grading 
S-F A-F 
Cooperating teacher Cooperating teacher 
Factors I II III IV V VI I II III IV V VI 
Student 
teacher 
I .01 .22 -.18 .24 .11 .07 -.04 .13 .05 .11 .03 .08 
II .18 .36 -.36 .19 -.11 .08 .41 .08 -.57 .17 .38 .17 
III .02 .21 -.14 -.06 .06 -.01 .07 .10 .20 -.02 -.16 -.04 
IV -.28 -.47 .68 -.32 -.03 -, 18 -.09 .03 .35 -.01 -.10 -.15 
V .05 .17 -.26 .03 -.05 .01 -.09 -.05 .12 .22 -.02 -.06 
VI -.03 .08 -.07 -.17 -.15 -.28 -.12 -.03 -.04 .09 .04 -.17 
VII .13 .29 -.27 .09 -.11 .08 .28 .02 - .44 .04 .26 .04 
VIII -. 08 -.06- .28 -.11 -.20 -.35 -.23 -.18a .19 -.39 -.37 -.31 
IX .03 .36* -.50 .14 -.16 -.05 .05 -.25 .08 -.07 .01 -.12 
V.Ol (H^:pg_p = p^_p. 
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asm (student teacher), and Factor II, Aspects of Planning for Teaching 
(cooperating teacher). The correlation was positive under S-F and negative 
under Â-F. Since at least one significant difference could be expected in 
a comparison of this many correlations, it was concluded that there were no 
differences between these two matrices. 
One explanation for the similarity between the two sets of correla­
tions may simply be that method of grading had no affect on the relation­
ships between the cooperating teacher and student teacher factors. Another 
explanation, in view of the fact that most of the correlations were not 
significantly different from zero, is that composition of the factors from 
the two sets of instruments was not similar enough for meaningful relation­
ships to occur or that responses of student teachers and cooperating teach­
ers on similar factors were not highly related. Evidence to support the 
latter view was found in studies conducted by Morgan (1971), Scares and 
Soares (1971), and Gritzmacher (1967). 
It is of interest to note that the only factors with somewhat high 
correlations under both grading systems, .68 under S-F and .35 under A-F, 
were Factor IV, Anxiety (student teacher), and Factor III, Anxiety (cooper­
ating teacher). An unexpected result was that Factor V, Planning and Exe­
cution of Lesson Plan (student teacher), was not significantly correlated 
with any of the cooperating teacher factors, several of which dealt with 
various aspects of planning. It does not appear that communication between 
the cooperating teachers and student teachers about this aspect of perform­
ance was adequate under either system of grading. 
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Conclusions in regard to Hypothesis 4 
The results for Hypothesis 4: There is no difference between the 
intercorrelations between factors from the student teacher and cooperating 
teacher instruments under the S-F and A-F grading systems, indicated that 
this hypothesis could only be rejected for a limited number of correlations. 
Four of the five correlations between Factor II and the remainder of the 
factors in the cooperating teacher matrix were significantly different. 
Three of the correlations among factors from the student teacher instru­
ments were significantly different under the two methods of grading; thus, 
the matrices were more alike than different. Since there was only one sig­
nificant difference between correlations among the cooperating teacher-
student teacher factors, the null hypothesis was not rejected for the coop­
erating teacher-student teacher matrices. In general, therefore, there was 
limited evidence to Indicate differences between the intercorrelations 
between the factors under the two grading systems. 
Summary of Findings and Conclusions 
The findings from the analysis of the audiotapes, i.e., no significant 
differences, with one exception, in performance due to method of grading, 
were consistent with those from the analyses of the factor scores derived 
from the instruments administered to the student teachers and cooperating 
teachers. None of the analyses of the factors related to performance of 
the student teacher resulted in significant differences between those 
graded under S-F and A-F. These results are in contrast to those reported 
by others who examined performance in pass-fail courses and found achieve-
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ment to be less (Karlins et al., 1969; Quann, 1970b; Meisenholder, 1971; 
Stallings et al., 1971; Gold et al., 1971; von Wittich, 1972). 
A major difference in the present study, however, was that student 
teaching Is the culminating course in the major area rather than an elec­
tive or a required course outside the major area. The student teaching 
experience was also the major responsibility of the student during that 
period of time which meant there were not a number of additional courses 
graded on the A-F basis demanding an allotment of time and effort. These 
two factors may play a part in explaining the differences in the results of 
this study and those of other studies in which achievement under pass-fail 
was examined. 
A further explanation for no difference in achievement might be the 
intrinsic motivation to succeed in one's chosen profession as well as the 
extrinsic motivation provided by the letter of recommendation from the 
cooperating teacher. Under these circumstances, the importance of the tra­
ditional letter grade may decrease as these other factors become more 
important. 
A finding in this study which was consistent with previous findings 
(Meyer and Quick, 1970; Breazler and Aven, 1969) was that the satisfactory-
fail method of grading did tend to reduce anxiety, at least from the view­
point of the student teacher. The S-F student teachers, in general, also 
had more positive reactions toward the items within Factor VII, The Cooper­
ating Teacher. A number of these items dealt with evaluation of the stu­
dent teacher's performance and with the type of relationship and communica­
tion established between the cooperating teacher and student teacher. 
There seems to be some support for believing that as anxiety decreased with 
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the removal of the traditional letter grade, there was a tendency for 
improved communication between the student teacher and cooperating teacher 
and possibly more of an opportunity for the creation of an open environment 
(Davies and Amershek, 1969; Collier, 1969) in which the student teacher 
could find her style of teaching. The implications of the present study 
seem to be consistent with those of previous studies (Meyer and Quick, 
1970; Breazier and Aven, 1969) in which student teachers under S-F reported 
less obligation to imitate their cooperating teachers and more opportunity 
to undertake meaningful activities in contrast to trying to impress their 
cooperating teachers. 
Although Parsons (1970) was not concerned with grading systems, she 
was interested in the relationship between teaching competence and anxiety. 
As reported earlier, the negative relationship expected was not supported 
by the data. Findings from the present study are consistent with those of 
Parsons (1970) in that differences in degree of anxiety reported by the 
student teachers did not appear to influence their performance as student 
teachers. It would seem that even though there were differences in the 
responses of the student teachers to the items in the anxiety factor under 
the two grading systems, the degree of anxiety experienced was not such 
that it inhibited learning even for those with the higher scores. 
The favorable response of the student teachers who had experienced the 
S-F grading system toward its use for student teaching as well as for a 
methods course was similar to that expressed by students in a number of 
nrher institutions. Pass-fail or a similar option was preferred by 75 per­
cent of the student teachers in a study reported by Meyer and Quick (1970) 
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and by 50 percent of the student teachers in the results given by 
Brittingham and Taylor (1970). 
Seven of the items on the instrument used for analyses of the tapes 
were similar to items on the Evaluation of Student Teaching which was 
filled out by both the student teachers and cooperating teachers. In a 
comparison of the three sets of responses, there was more similarity 
between the cooperating teacher and student teacher responses than there 
was between the ratings of the tapes and either set of responses. Ratings 
by the cooperating teachers and student teachers were considerably higher 
than those resulting from the analysis of the class session (see Appendix 1, 
Table 45). One reason for the higher cooperating teacher-student teacher 
responses may have been that some of the items from the Evaluation of Stu­
dent Teaching were not as unidimensional in character as those on the Anal­
ysis of Teaching instrument. Another explanation may be opportunity bias 
in that behaviors being rated from the tapes might have been less frequent 
in the two samples of teaching behavior than they were in the student 
teaching period in its entirety. It is also possible that the cooperating 
teachers were influenced by the halo effect. Their ratings in general 
tended to be high and correlations among items to which they responded on 
the cooperating teacher instruments were generally above .24, the .05 sig­
nificance level for the sample size in this study. This would seem to 
imply some lack of discrimination in responding to the individual items. 
It would appear that when the cooperating teacher was pleased in general 
with the student teacher, all responses were made at a similar level. 
The cooperating teacher was a highly significant source of variance 
for three of the student teacher factors, one of the cooperating teacher 
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factors, and two of the items used for the analysis of the tapes. The 
influence of the cooperating teacher was reflected in the responses made by 
the student teachers to the items in the anxiety and cooperating teacher 
factors. There were, however, no differences among cooperating teacher 
responses on their anxiety factor indicating some lack of perception on 
their part. The factor on which cooperating teachers differed in their 
responses was the one dealing with selection and variety of teaching meth­
ods. Ihe content of the items on the Analysis of Teaching Instrument which 
differed according to cooperating teacher was involvement of pupils in the 
learning process and consistency between the lesson plan and class session. 
The fact that neither grading system was best for all student teachers 
was indicated by the significant interactions for student teacher Factor II, 
The Cooperating Teacher and Teaching; Factor IV, Anxiety; and Factor VII, 
The Cooperating Teacher; and Factor III, Anxiety (cooperating teacher). 
Attitudes of the student teacher toward the cooperating teacher and 
responses to items in the anxiety factor as well as the cooperating teach­
ers • perception of the anxiety experienced by the student teachers were 
Influenced by a combination of grading system and cooperating teacher. 
Method of Grading x Cooperating Teacher was also a significant source of 
variance for four of the items used in the analysis of the audiotapes. It 
is apparent that the cooperating teacher was of vital importance in the 
reaction of the student teachers to the student teaching experience. 
In brief, the findings indicate that the performance of the student 
teachers in this study did not seem to be affected by the use of S-F and 
that student teachers, in general, were less anxious and more positive 
about their relationship with their cooperating teachers under S-F than 
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under A-F. Therefore, the conclusion reached by the investigator was that 
the use of S-F for grading student teaching at Iowa State University, with 
certain stipulations, would contribute to the effort to provide as optimum 
a learning experience as possible. A continuous process of evaluation 
throughout the student teaching experience and an informative letter of 
recommendation from the cooperating teacher would continue to be necessary 
if adequate information is to be conveyed to the student and prospective 
employers about the progress and achievement of the student. Since S-F was 
not, however, the most satisfactory method of grading for all of the stu­
dent teachers, it was also concluded that use of the S-F grading system for 
student teaching would be more appropriate on an optional than on a manda­
tory basis. 
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SUMMARY 
The issue of grading is being discussed and experimented with on many 
university campuses across the United States. Although grading changes 
have been made in many institutions (AACRAO, 1971; Quann, 1970b; Phi Beta 
Kappa, 1969), the rationale supporting the changes has often been based on 
opinion rather than evidence (Warren, 1971). Reasons most often given for 
implementation of pass-fail were to (a) encourage students to pursue 
courses in academically unfamiliar areas, (b) to reduce pressure or strain 
of traditional grading patterns, and (c) to encourage greater motivation 
and Intellectual curiosity. A review of literature revealed that although 
the first two objectives have been met with varying degrees of success, the 
second objective has been reached to a greater extent than the first. In 
contrast, most of the data related to achievement indicated that it 
decreased under pass-fail grading. 
The use of satisfactory-fail (S-F) versus A,B,C,D,F (A-F) for grading 
a particular course, student teaching, was the emphasis in the present 
study. After consideration of both methods of grading, it was concluded 
that neither the S-F or A-F method of grading adequately fulfilled the pur­
poses of grading for student teaching; namely, to serve as selection cri­
teria for employers, as conveyors of information to students, and as moti­
vators. What, then, was the reason for experimenting with the S-F option? 
Evidence was found to support the belief that the traditional A-F system 
had an undesirable affect on the student teaching environment and on the 
relationship between the cooperating teacher and student teacher (Combs, 
1965; Fuller, 1967; Bremer, 1970; Jackson, 1970) which might be alleviated 
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by an S-F grading system. The overall objective of this study, therefore, 
was to examine the student teaching experience under the S-F and A-F grad­
ing systems. 
The study was experimental in design with method of grading as the 
experimental variable. Student teachers were graded on the S-F basis fall 
quarter and on the A-F basis winter quarter. The dependent variables were 
factor scores from the instruments administered to the cooperating teachers 
and student teachers and ratings resulting from an analysis of audiotapes 
of class sessions taught by the student teachers. Although it was not pos­
sible to randomly assign the student teachers to method of grading or coop­
erating teacher, there was no evidence to indicate differences between the 
student teachers fall and winter quarters in terms of cumulative grade 
point averages or responses on an attitude inventory. 
Hypotheses tested by the study were the following: 
1. There is no difference between student teachers under S-F and A-F 
systems of grading in their performance and attitudes toward the 
student teaching experience as measured by factor scores on the 
Student Teacher Questionnaire and Evaluation of Student Teaching. 
2. There is no difference between the assessment of the performance 
and attitudes of the student teachers by their cooperating teach­
ers as measured by factor scores on the Cooperating Teacher Opin-
ionnalre and Evaluation of Student Teaching under the S-F and A-F 
grading systems. 
3. There is no difference between performance of student teachers 
under S-F and A-F grading systems as measured by ratings of audio­
tapes of classes taught by the student teacher. 
4. There is no difference between the intercorrelations between fac­
tors from the student teacher and cooperating teacher instruments 
under the S-F and A-F grading systems. 
Subjects in the study were the home economics education students at 
Iowa State University who were assigned to do their student teaching during 
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the 1971-1972 academic year. Data were collected from these 117 student 
teachers and their cooperating teachers for use in analyzing the instru­
ments developed for the study. For purposes of comparing attitudes and 
performance of the student teachers under the two grading systems, only the 
data from the 23 students graded on S-F fall quarter and the 27 students 
graded on A-F assigned to the same cooperating teachers winter quarter or, 
in one instance, spring quarter, were used. 
Three of the four instruments used for data collection were developed 
by the investigator; the fourth was adapted from another instrument. The 
purpose of the Student Teacher Questionnaire was to obtain a measure of the 
perceptions and/or attitudes of the student teachers toward the student 
teaching experience. It consisted of 134 items to which subjects responded 
on a 99-point scale. The Cooperating Teacher Opinionnaire was designed to 
obtain the reactions of the cooperating teachers to items similar to those 
in the questionnaire for student teachers. A 99-point scale was used for 
responses to the 57 items on the opinionnaire. 
Performance of the student teachers was measured by a rating scale. 
Evaluation of Student Teaching, adapted from the RS-35 developed by 
Gritzmacher (1967). The instrument included 34 items designed to measure 
lesson planning, execution of the lesson, and personal qualities. 
Responses were again based on a 99-point scale and were obtained from both 
the cooperating teachers and student teachers. 
A second measure of performance was obtained from ratings of audio­
tapes of class sessions taught by the student teachers. The 15-item Analy­
sis of Teaching observation system was developed by the investigator and a 
faculty member in home economics education for use in analyzing the audio-
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tapes. An interrater reliability coefficient of .99 and an intrarater 
reliability coefficient of .98 were established. 
The purposes of the analysis of the data were to analyze the instru­
ments used in the study and to test for differences between the attitudinal 
and performance measures of student teachers under the S-F and A-F grading 
systems. Factor analysis, analysis of variance, and correlations were used 
in the data analysis. 
The first step in the factor analysis of the Student Teacher Question­
naire and Evaluation of Student Teaching filled out by the student teachers 
was to transform the raw data to normal deviates. Next a 134 x 134 corre­
lation matrix was examined to identify items which seemed to be forming 
clusters. Factors were then extracted and the loadings, which were deter­
mined by use of a multiple group factor analysis program, were rotated by 
Kaiser's varimax procedures. The resulting factors represented major atti­
tudinal and performance dimensions on which student teachers varied in 
their perceptions and were as follows: 
I. Experiences with pupils (general factor) 
II. The cooperating teacher and teaching (general factor) 
III. The college supervisor 
IV. Anxiety 
V. Planning and execution of lesson plan 
VI. Attitude toward teaching 
VII. The cooperating teacher 
VIII. The pupils 
IX. Enthusiasm--openness 
A similar procedure was followed in the analysis of the Cooperating 
Teacher Opinionnaire and Evaluation of Student Teaching filled out by the 
cooperating teacher. The raw scores were transformed to normal deviates, a 
factor analysis was performed, and subsequent factor loadings were rotated 
by Kaiser's varimax procedures. The six factors derived from the cooperat­
ing teacher instruments were the following; 
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I. Dimensions of relationships with pupils and self-evaluation 
II. Aspects of planning for teaching 
III. Anxiety 
IV. Selection and variety of teaching methods 
V. Ability to plan ahead 
VI. Variety and appropriateness of classroom activities 
The next step in the analysis was to test for differences between 
groups. Factor scores were computed for each subject and then divided by 
the standard deviation of the responses of that subject, either to the 
items in the factor if there were at least eight, or to the total number of 
items in all of the factors when there were fewer than eight items in the 
factor. This procedure was followed in an attempt to deal with response 
set. 
The adjusted student teacher and cooperating teacher factor scores 
were then used in a non-orthogonal analysis of variance program. A 2 x 16 
analysis of variance was made for each of the nine student teacher factors 
and six cooperating teacher factors. 
Significant F-values (p<.05 or .01) for main effects and interaction 
were obtained for three of the nine student teacher factors; Factor II, The 
Cooperating Teacher and Teaching (general factor); Factor IV, Anxiety, and 
Factor VII, The Cooperating Teacher. Student teachers, by method of grad­
ing, were less anxious and had more positive attitudes toward their cooper­
ating teacher under S-F than under A-F. In addition, cooperating teacher 
was a significant source of variance for these factors. %e significant 
interactions for each of these factors indicated that general attitudes 
toward the cooperating teacher and teaching, degree of anxiety, and spe­
cific attitudes toward the cooperating teacher experienced during student 
153 
teaching were a result of the combination of method of grading and cooper­
ating teacher; neither method was best for all student teachers. 
On the other hand, attitudes reflected by the following specific fac­
tors, The College Supervisor, Attitude toward Teaching, and The Pupils, 
were not affected by either the method of grading or the cooperating 
teacher. The assessment by the student teacher of her ability to plan and 
execute a lesson plan and of her enthusiasm and openness were also similar 
under the two methods of grading and 16 cooperating teachers. It appeared 
that method of grading and cooperating teacher had little effect on the 
relationships student teachers had with their pupils and college supervi­
sors and on their assessment of their enthusiasm and of their performance. 
Significant F-values (p<.05 or <.01) for 13 of the items on the stu­
dent teacher instruments were the result of a one-way analysis of variance 
made for each item on the instruments. Responses on each of these 13 items 
were higher for the S-F than for the A-F group and were consistent with the 
findings from the factorial analysis of variance. Differences between the 
two groups of student teachers on the responses to two of the items which 
dealt with S-F as a method of grading for student teaching and a methods 
course taken prior to student teaching were highly significant. The mean 
scores for the S-F group of student teachers were higher. 
Hypothesis 1: There is no difference between student teachers under 
S-F and A-F systems of grading in their performance and attitudes toward 
the student teaching experience as measured by factor scores on the Student 
Teacher Questionnaire and Evaluation of Student Teaching, therefore, was 
rejected for Factors II, IV, and VII. It was not rejected for Factors I, 
III, V, VI, VIII, and IX. 
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None of the results of the analyses of variance for the cooperating 
teacher factors permitted rejection of Hypothesis 2: There is no differ­
ence between the assessment of the performance and attitudes of the student 
teachers by their cooperating teachers as measured by factor scores on the 
Cooperating Teacher Opinionnaire and Evaluation of Student Teaching under 
the S-F and A-F grading systems. The interaction, Method of Grading x 
Cooperating Teacher was a significant source of variance (p<.05) for Factor 
III, Anxiety, and cooperating teacher was a significant source of variance 
(p<.01) for Factor IV, Selection and Variety of Teaching Methods. As far 
as the cooperating teachers were concerned, there were no significant dif­
ferences in the planning and performance in the classroom of the student 
teachers as measured by Factors I, II, V, and VI. 
The analysis of variance results for the audiotapes allowed rejection 
of Hypothesis 3: There is no difference between performance of student 
teachers under S-F and A-F grading systems as measured by ratings of audio­
tapes taught by the student teacher, for only two of the dimensions of 
behavior on the Analysis of Teaching instrument. Items 9 and 15. The A-F 
student teachers had higher ratings on both of these items which dealt with 
(a) clarification of statements when questioned or rephrasing of content 
when it was not understood and (b) consistency between the lesson plan and 
class session. A significant source of variance for Items 11 and 15 was 
cooperating teacher and for Item 13, number of tape. The interactions were 
significant sources of variance in a number of instances; namely. Method of 
Grading x Cooperating Teacher for Items 2, 3, 12, and 15; Method of Grading 
X Tape for Items 4 and 5; and Method of Grading x Cooperating Teacher x 
Tape for Items 11 and 15. Performance as measured by the ratings of the 
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audiotapes seemed to be more related (a) to the interaction between method 
of grading and cooperating teacher or number of tape and (b) the cooperate 
Ing teacher to whom the student teacher was assigned than to method of 
grading. 
The intercorrelations between factor scores were tested for Hypothesis 
4; There is no difference between the intercorrelations between factors 
from the student teacher and cooperating teacher instruments under the S-F 
and A-F grading systems. Five of the intercorrelations between cooperating 
teacher factors were significantly different under the two grading systems. 
Factor II, Aspects of Planning for Teaching, correlated more highly (.65 to 
.88) with other factors related to various dimensions of classroom perform­
ance under A-F than under S-F. Only three of the intercorrelations between 
the student teacher factors and one of the intercorrelations between the 
cooperating teacher-student teacher factors were significant. Thus, the 
majority of intercorrelations in these matrices did not permit rejection of 
Hypothesis 4. 
Since the findings indicated that the performance of the student 
teachers in this study was not lower under S-F and that student teachers, 
in general, were less anxious and more positive about their relationship 
with their cooperating teachers under S-F, the conclusion was drawn that 
the use of S-F for grading student teaching at Iowa State University, with 
certain stipulations, would contribute to the effectiveness of the student 
teaching experience. A continuous process of evaluation throughout the 
student teaching experience and an informative letter of recommendation 
from the cooperating teacher would continue to be necessary if adequate 
information is to be conveyed to the student and prospective employers 
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about the progress and achievement of the student. Since S-F was not, how­
ever, the most satisfactory method of grading for all of the student teach­
ers, it was also concluded that use of the S-F system for grading student 
teaching would be more appropriate on an optional than on a mandatory basis. 
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APPENDIX A: STUDENT TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE 
Student Teacher Questionnaire 
Part I 
This Instrument is designed to give you an opportunity to react to your 
experience as a student teacher. There are no right or wrong answers, so 
do not hesitate to be frank in your responses to the statements. 
All responses will be confidential and results will be reported by groups, 
not by individuals. Please fill in your code number above, but do not give 
your name. 
Directions: You are asked to respond to the statements in terms of your 
agreement with each statement. If you agree with the statement completely, 
write "99" in the space near the statement. If you disagree completely 
with the statement, write "1" in the space near the statement. If you are 
unsure, do not have an opinion, or neither agree or disagree, write "50" in 
the space near the statement. 
You may use any number from "1" to "99" to indicate the extent of your 
agreement or disagreement. This does not mean that you have to use all the 
numbers from 1 to 99. Some people only use 1, 25, 50, 75, and 99. Others 
use 1, 10, 20, 30, 40 . . . up to 99. The point is, the distinctions you 
make should be as fine as you feël you can make. Use the numbers along the 
range with which you feel the most comfortable. 
Please respond to every statement. The general scale is shown below. 
1 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 99 
DISAGREE Neither AGREE 
nor DISAGREE 
AGREE 
Completely Completely 
Your Item 
Answer No. 
1. %e cooperating teacher expected too much of student 
teachers. 1. 
2. The cooperating teacher treated student teachers as 
co-workers. 2. 
3. The college supervisor could be trusted to make accurate 
judgments of a student teacher's performance. 3. 
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Your Item 
Answer No. 
4. There was freedom to try teaching methods which were new 
to the student teacher. _____ 4. 
5. Teachers are respected in a conmunity. _______ 5. 
6. There was no choice in regard to the subject matter areas 
taught by the student teacher. _____ 6. 
7. The cooperating teacher helped the student teacher see 
her strengths. _______ 7. 
8. When the use of a particular teaching method was not suc­
cessful, it was not tried again. ____ 8. 
9. Having the college supervisor observe the classes made 
the student teacher uneasy. _____ 9. 
10. If an approach used in the classroom was not successful, 
the student teacher would be penalized. _____ 10. 
11. The pupils were responsive. _____ 11. 
12. Pupils seemed to like me as a teacher. _____ 12. 
13. Admission of weaknesses in teaching would have affected 
the cooperating teacher's judgment of the student teach­
er's performance. _____ 13. 
14. Assuming the role of a teacher was a satisfying experi­
ence . ______ 14. 
15. Things were done the way the cooperating teacher wanted 
them to be done. _____ 15. 
16. Student teaching problems could be freely discussed with 
the college supervisor. _____ 16. 
17. The pupils treated the student teacher with respect. _____ 17. 
18. Teaching is a rewarding profession. _____ 18. 
19. The topics other teachers in the school discussed infor­
mally were disappointing. _____ 19. 
20. Scudent ceachera are mocivaced co do cheir besc during 
student teaching. 20. 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
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Your 
Answer 
The recommendation (in the credentials) of the cooperat­
ing teacher will affect employment opportunities. ______ 
Relationships established with the pupils were satisfy­
ing. 
After the first few days, there was little question about 
the grade that would be assigned for student teaching. _______ 
Class sessions which were not as successful as had been 
hoped were difficult to forget. 
The college supervisor's visits were of no benefit to the 
student teacher. 
A primary consideration when planning lessons was whether 
or not they would be appropriate for the pupils. 
The cooperating teacher was receptive to questioning of 
her teaching methods. 
Student teachers are not adequately prepared to under­
stand adolescents. 
When planning a lesson, the preferences of the cooperat­
ing teacher were a strong influence. 
Grading student teachers on an A,B,C,D,F basis (not S-F 
basis) stimulates student teachers to do their best. 
Classroom experiences with the pupils were frustrating. 
Some of the pupils were irritating. 
The demands of student teaching cause problems related to 
personal life. 
The cooperating teacher let the student teacher have full 
control of the class. 
Student teachers are not as highly motivated to work to 
their capacity during student teaching as they are during 
the quarters on campus. 
The reactions of the cooperating teacher were difficult 
to predict. 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
169 
Your 
Answer 
The cooperating teacher treated the student teachers as 
if they were inferior. ' 
The cooperating teacher suggested most of the teaching 
methods used. 
Working with the cooperating teacher was an enjoyable 
experience. 
The cooperating teacher needlessly interfered when the 
student teacher was teaching. 
Information learned in education courses was of use dur­
ing student teaching. 
If I could start over, home economics education would be 
selected as my major again. 
The real feelings of the student teacher were not shared 
with the cooperating teacher. 
Teaching is a stimulating profession. 
During student teaching, there was a hesitancy to use 
unfamiliar teaching methods. 
Student teachers are not adequately prepared for student 
teaching in terms of teaching techniques. 
Achievements of the pupils were disappointing. 
The cooperating teacher provided the general ideas for 
the lesson plans. 
The personalities of the cooperating teacher and the stu­
dent teacher were conflicting. 
The cooperating teacher welcomed questions about anything 
with which the student teacher needed help. 
Hie home economics education course(s) contributed to the 
competence of the student teacher. 
It was possible to feel more relaxed and at ease during 
scudenc ceacning than during quarters on campus. 
I want to teach. 
54. 
55 
56, 
57, 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
170 
Your 
Answer 
nie educational methods courses give student teachers 
adequate background for preparing lesson plans. 
Student teachers are adequately prepared In terms of sub­
ject matter background In home economics. _______ 
The student teacher was free to try out Ideas In the 
classroom. _____ 
The cooperating teacher was genuinely Interested In the 
student teacher as a person. ______ 
Conferences with the cooperating teacher were helpful. _______ 
The grade assigned in student teaching is an important 
part of the student teacher's academic record. _____ 
Student teaching was a tense experience. ______ 
I dreaded finding out what grade would be assigned for 
student teaching. _______ 
Pupils were appreciative of the experiences they had in 
class. 
A wide variety of teaching methods were used. 
The grade received in student teaching is an accurate 
measure of my achievement. 
It would have been desirable to be able to discuss teach­
ing more openly with the cooperating teacher. 
The visits from the college supervisor were a reassuring 
link with the University. 
The grade assigned in student teaching will affect the 
kind of position that can be obtained. 
The cooperating teacher helped the student teacher see 
her limitations. 
The pupils were cooperative. 
There was less pressure during student teaching than dur­
ing the previous quarter on campus. 
Student teaching was an enjoyable experience. 
72, 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
171 
Your 
Answer 
The cooperating teacher made the student teacher feel 
comfortable about observing her teaching. ______ 
"Stage fright" before teaching classes was a common 
occurrence. 
The college supervisor gave helpful suggestions during 
her visits. 
The reactions of the pupils could be accurately predic­
ted. 
The pupils appeared to have confidence in me as a 
teacher. 
The cooperating teacher let student teachers work out 
lesson plans in the way they thought best. 
The cooperating teacher and the college supervisor seemed 
to work well together. 
The cooperating teacher had good ideas about strategies 
for teaching. 
The cooperating teacher commended the efforts of the 
student teacher. 
Criticism of the student teacher was based on factual 
evidence. 
The cooperating teacher encouraged the student teacher to 
explain her teaching behavior. 
The cooperating teacher gave the student teacher deserved 
compliments. 
The student teacher was encouraged to evaluate her per­
formance . 
The cooperating teacher assisted the student teacher in 
overcoming her limitations. 
Necessary information was provided by the cooperating 
teacher. 
The cooperating teacher showed confidence in the ability 
of the student teacher. 
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Your Item 
Answer No. 
88. The opinions of the cooperating teacher were shared with 
the student teacher. ______ 88. 
89. The cooperating teacher encouraged the student teacher to 
seek solutions to problems. _____ 89. 
90. The cooperating teacher asked the student teacher for 
ideas about ways they might work together. _____ 90. 
91. The ideas of the student teacher were used by the cooper­
ating teacher. _____ 91. 
92. Satisfactory-Fall would be better than A,B,C,D,F for 
grading H. Ed. 407 (student teaching). ______ 92. 
93. Satisfactory-Fail would be better than A,B,C,D,F for 
grading H. Ed. 417 (community experience). 93. 
94. Satisfactory-Fail would be better than A,B,C,D,F for 
grading H. Ed. 410 (course after student teaching). ______ 94. 
95. Satisfactory-Fail would be better than A,B,C,D,F for 
grading H. Ed. 406 (methods). ______ 95. 
96. Were there two student teachers assigned to your student 
teaching center this quarter? Place a check in the 
appropriate blank. 
No (Go on to Part II) 
Yes* 
97. I *IF "YES":! 
98. 
99. 
100. 
The cooperating teacher compared the perform­
ance of one student teacher with that of the 
other. 97. 
It was helpful to compare my performance with 
that of the other student teacher. ______ 98. 
There was competition with the other student 
teacher. 99. 
Each student teacher received her fair share 
of the credit for the ideas developed Jointly. 100. 
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APPENDIX B: COOPERATING TEACHER OPINIONNAIRE 
Cooperating Teacher Opinionnaire 
Part I 
This Instrument is designed to give you an opportunity to react to your 
experiences with student teachers. This information will be confidential, 
so do not hesitate to be frank in your responses. 
Directions: You are asked to respond to statements 1-50 in terms of your 
agreement with each statement. If you agree with the statement completely, 
write "99" in the space near the statement. If you disagree completely 
with the statement, write "1" in the space near the statement. If you are 
unsure, do not have an opinion, or neither agree or disagree, write "50" in 
the space near the statement. 
You may use any number from "1" to "99" to indicate the extent of your 
agreement or disagreement. This does not mean that you have to use all the 
numbers from 1 to 99. Some people only use 1, 25, 50, 75, and 99. Others 
use 1, 10, 20, 30, 40 . . . . up to 99. The point is, the distinctions you 
make should be as fine as you feel you can make. Use the numbers along the 
range with which you feel the most comfortable. 
Please respond to every statement. The general scale is shown below. 
> f 9 $ S  9  »  9 9 9 9 
1 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 99 
DISAGREE 
Completely 
Neither AGREE 
nor DISAGREE 
AOŒE 
Completely 
Your Item 
Answer No. 
This student teacher: 
1. tended to select only teaching methods with which she 
felt secure. 
2. could not seem to forget experiences which were not suc­
cessful. 2. 
3. was adequately prepared for student teaching in terms of 
subject matter background in home economics. 3. 
4. was realistic in her expectations of the students' 
achievements. 4. 
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Your Item 
Answer No. 
5. established satisfactory relationships with her students. ______ 5. 
6. recognized her limitations as a student teacher. ______ 6. 
7. had a personality which will cause problems for her as a 
teacher. 7. 
8. was respected by the students. ______ 8. 
9. felt uneasy during the college supervisor's visits. ______ 9. 
10. was adequately prepared for student teaching in terms of 
teaching methods. _____ 10. 
11. was dependent upon the cooperating teacher for ideas for 
her classes. 11. 
12. was assigned a grade which is an accurate judgment of her 
performance. _____ 12. 
13. was receptive to suggestions made to her. _____ 13. 
14. tended to rate herself higher than did the cooperating 
teacher when evaluating performance as a teacher. _____ 14. 
15. found teaching to be satisfying. 15. 
16. exhibited a high degree of anxiety in regard to her per­
formance in the classroom. _____ 16. 
17. did not use the suggestions given her about her teaching. _____ 17. 
18. was hesitant to try teaching methods with which she had 
little or no previous experience. ______ 18. 
19. did not try a method again if she had limited success the 
first time she used it. _____ 19. 
20. placed the blame for difficulties she had on others. _____ 20. 
21. was adequately prepared for student teaching in terms of 
understanding of adolescents. _____ 21. 
22. tried to do the best job of teaching she was capable of 
doing. 22. 
23. seemed to feel free to ask questions about anything which 
was of concern to her. 23. 
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Your Item 
Answer No. 
24. seemed to feel comfortable about having the cooperating 
teacher observe her teaching. ______ 24. 
25. was impatient with the students. _____ 25. 
26. used a wide variety of teaching methods. ______ 26. 
27. looked forward to the college supervisor's visits. ______ 27. 
28. was willing to accept responsibility for class sessions 
that ware not successful. _____ 28. 
29. openly discussed her performance as a student teacher. _____ 29. 
30. needed constant encouragement. _____ 30. 
31. seemed to be unnecessarily concerned about receiving the 
approval of the cooperating teacher. 31. 
32. appeared to be self-confident. ______ 32. 
33. was productively self-directive. ____ 33. 
34. seemed to enjoy teaching. _____ 34. 
35. received the cooperation of her students. ______ 35. 
36. was adequately prepared for student teaching In terms of 
lesson planning. _______ 36. 
37. was calm and relaxed during her student teaching experi­
ence. 37. 
38. was accurate in her evaluation of her achievements. ______ 38. 
39. was an enjoyable person with whom to work. ________ 39. 
40. was ill at ease when teaching her classes. _____ 40. 
41. will be successful during her first year of teaching. _______ 41. 
42. Did you have two student teachers? Place a check In the 
appropriate blank. 
No (Go on to item 45) 
Yea* 
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43. 
44. 
Your Item 
Answer No. 
This student teacher shared many Ideas with 
the other student teacher. ______ 43. 
This student teacher had a strong feeling of 
competition with the other student teacher. _____ 44. 
45. volunteered to participate in activities not assigned to 
her. ______ 45. 
46. used available resources in solving problems. _____ 46. 
47. willingly assumed the responsibilities of student teach­
ing. 47. 
48. took the initiative in evaluating herself. _____ 48. 
49. made progress in overcoming weaknesses. ____ 49. 
50. was approachable at all times. _____ 50. 
FILL IN THE BLANK FOR ITEMS 51 TO 54. 
51. After the student teacher started teaching, I held conferences with her 
approximately _________ times a week. 
52. I made some written record (may be notes) for my own use in regard to 
the student teacher approximately _________ times during the student 
teaching period. 
53. If I had a choice, I would have preferred working with this student 
teacher on a _____________________ (Satisfactory-Fail or A,B,C,D,F) 
basis. 
54. The grade I assigned this student teacher was . 
55. Did your student teacher select the Satisfactory-Fail option? 
Place a check in the appropriate blank. 
No (Please go on to Part II) 
Yes* 
56. I*IF "YES";| Estimate the grade you would have assigned her on an A-F 
basis. Place a check in the appropriate blank. 
A 
B 
F 
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The grade checked in item 56 is an accurate estimate of her 
performance. (Write a number between 1 and 99 in the blank 
to indicate the extent of agreement with this statement. 
Use scale described on page 1.) __________ 
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APPENDIX C; EVALUATION OF STUDENT TEACHING 
Student Teacher Code Number 
Evaluation of Student Teaching* 
Part II 
This instrument is designed for use in evaluating the performance of student 
teachers. Please respond to the statements in terms of the extent to which 
they are descriptive of performance during student teaching. 
If you agree completely with the description given in the statement, write 
"99" in the space near the statement. If you disagree completely with the 
description given in the statement, write a "1" in the space near the state­
ment. If you are undecided, write "50" in the space near the statement. 
Ycu may use any number from "1" to "99" to indicate the extent of your 
agreement or disagreement. 
Please respond to every statement. The general scale is shown below. 
» t t » * * I 9 » » » 
1 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 99 
DISAGREE 
Completelv 
Neither AŒŒE 
nor DISAGREE 
AŒEE 
Completelv 
Your Item 
Answer No. 
I. PERSONAL QUALITIES 
This student teacher: 
1. was enthusiastic 1. 
2. displayed patience with students 2. 
3. had correct pronunciation; used varied vocabulary _______ 3. 
4. invited suggestions and implemented them ______ 4. 
5. pitched voice at pleasing level _____ 5. 
1 
•Adapted from instrument developed by Dr. Joan Gritzmacher. 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
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Your 
Answer 
II. LESSON PLANNING 
did detailed planning; organized content effectively; 
lesson plans were rarely Incomplete _____ 
adequately preplanned general timing of lesson parts _____ 
objective# were Important and comprehensive; were 
expressed in behavioral terms ______ 
planned well-thought-through questions to motivate stu­
dent discussion 
planned a variety of experiences by which learning could 
be achieved 
recognized and planned for a change of pace during a 
class 
thoroughly planned each learning experience and each 
built on the former 
evaluation procedures were carefully thought through and 
measured student growth adequately 
III. EXECUTION OF THE LESSON PLAN 
captured student attention and Interest at beginning of 
class 
provided continual stimuli during class to motivate stu­
dents and encouraged them to carry through their own 
ideas 
was alert to students' needs, gave incentive to individ­
ual pupils having difficulty with work 
lesson was comprehensive; focused on a few generalizations 
which were developed in depth 
when content was not understood went over it again in a 
different way; clarified statements 
showed relationship between parts of lesson and between 
ùirrêcenc leoHonit 
conscientiously prepared self to teach unfamiliar mate­
rial by reading, visits, observations 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
180 
Your 
Answer 
admitted lack of knowledge when questioned on a specific 
point; used resources to answer 
planned and provided varied, meaningful activities to 
develop principles presented; provided change of pace 
during period 
had necessary and appropriate materials readily available _____ 
provided realistic learning experiences so that students 
could actively transfer learnings 
had thought-provoking questions suitable to the lesson 
ready to ask 
used teacher-pupil planning when appropriate (students 
had legitimate choice) 
had excellent sense of pace or tempo in the lesson _____ 
fully assumed the teaching load assigned to her ____ 
had assignments ready for those temporarily out of work 
or not prepared to do the assignment _______ 
established a routine for care of the department, fol­
lowed plans _____ 
consulted cooperating teacher for advice after consider­
ing possible solution to difficult or unusual problem; 
made and abided by decisions within her jurisdiction ______ 
made students feel at ease with her; some even brought 
problems to her _____ 
students accepted her as a knowledgeable teacher and fol­
lowed her suggestions 
used opportunities to present the home economics program 
to others 
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APPENDIX D: ANALYSIS OF TEACHING INSTRUMENT 
Analysis of Teaching 
During the class session, the home economics education student: 
1. Indicated purposes of the class within the introductory statements. 
Purposes: paraphrase of written objectives for the class session. 
Pre-class activities, such as roll call and collecting assignments, 
are not to be considered. 
1 50 99 
no statement of content or statement of content or 
topic of objectives or topic of all objectives 
level of learning and level of learning 
2. Related major parts of the lesson to each other either by statement or 
flow of plan. 
Part: either a change in activity or concept identifies change in 
parts. 
1 50 99 
parts are not related by parts are related either 
statement or flow of plan by statement or flow of 
plan 
3. Provided a combination of activities likely to lead to attainment of 
objectives (as indicated in lesson plan). 
1 99 
no activities related to 50 activities related to 
objectives, or not well- objectives and well-devel-
developed oped 
4. Selected concepts appropriate for home economics instruction at the 
secondary level. 
Appropriateness; included in AHEA Concepts and Generalizations, their 
development is an important responsibility of the school, and/or the 
concept will provide insight in dealing with situations in social and 
cultural learnings. 
1 50 99 
gmnrpntm Selected are concepts selected are 
inappropriate appropriace 
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5. Expressed concepts accurately. 
Accurate expression implies that concepts are based on objective data, 
experience, and/or on theory accepted by specialists in the field. 
1 50 99 
all concepts inaccurately all concepts accurately 
expressed expressed 
6. Developed generalizations including their being stated (as indicated in 
the plan). 
Criteria for generalizations Include underlying truth, universality, 
and expression of relationship or a definition or description. The 
generalization may be developed either inductively or deductively. 
1 50 99 
no generalizations devel- generalizations well-devel-
oped or stated oped and stated 
7. Guided pupils to state generalizations or conclusions (as indicated in 
plan). 
1 50 99 
no generalizations stated all generalizations stated 
by pupils by pupils 
8. Asked questions which contributed to the achievement of the objectives 
by the pupils. 
In order for questions to contribute to the achievement of objectives, 
the questioning process would have played a role in the development of 
the objectives. 
1 50 99 
no questions were asked, questions were adequate in 
questions were irrelevant, number, relevant, and stim-
or no pupil response ulated response 
9. Clarified statements when questioned on a specific point or rephrased 
content when it was not understood. 
Rating above 50 involves clarification other than repetition. This 
item applies when questions are asked by pupils and/or when teacher 
asks questions to which responses indicate clarification is needed. 
1 50 99 
no clarification of ques- all questions or pupil 
tions or pupil com- comments clarified 
ments 
183 
10. Admitted lack of knowledge on a point she did not know and suggested 
means of finding answers; or in other comparable ways admitted limita­
tions in her knowledge. 
1 50 
not open, honest about 
lack of knowledge (illus­
trated by bluffing, ignor­
ing, or changing subject) 
11. Involved pupils in the learning process. 
open, honest 
99 
about lack of 
knowledge; if plausible, 
suggests means of finding 
answers 
Involvement may be either verbal or physical participation and 
includes majority of pupils (as well as can be determined). 
50 
no pupil response or 
activity 
99 
pupils involved throughout 
12. Exhibited concern for pupils and their learning. 
no concern for pupils 
exhibited by teacher giv­
ing threats, talking down 
to pupils, teaching lesson 
plan rather than pupils, 
or by Ignoring pupil com­
ments . 
50 99 
concern for pupils ejdiib-
ited by teacher listening 
to pupil comments, accept­
ing tone, interaction 
between teacher and pupils 
13. Used opportunities for teaching which arose unexpectedly. 
Answers to student questions directly related to the topic which do 
not involve new dimensions are not to be considered. 
50 
no recognition of unex­
pected teaching opportu­
nities and/or Impatient 
with interruptions or 
digressions 
99 
recognized unexpected 
opportunities and utilized 
"teachable" moment 
14. Provided opportunities for open-ended inquiry on the part of the pupils. 
Open-ended inquiry involves opportunities for pupils to explore and 
discover for themselves. This may include questions involving induc­
tive thinking. 
50 
no opportunity for inquiry 
or no pupil response 
99 
opportunities were pro­
vided and pupils responded 
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15. Showed consistency between lesson plan and class session. 
1 50 99 
no consistency between class session consistent 
plan and class session with plan 
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appendix e: correspondence 
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First Letter to Student Teachers 
and Enclosed Postal Card 
187 
IOWA STATE 
Department of 
Home Economics Education 
MacKay Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50010 
UNIVERSITY Telephone: 515-294-4384 
DATE; July 30, 1971 
TO: Student Teacher 
Fall, 1971 
FROM: Dorothea Glenger 
The summer will soon be over, and you will be beginning your student teach­
ing experience. I am writing to you at this time because we need your 
assistance in an experiment being planned for fall and winter quarters. 
Special arrangements have been made by the Department of Home Economics Edu­
cation in cooperation with the College of Education to make it possible for 
those of you Wio will be student teaching fall quarter to do so under either 
a Satisfactory-Fail system of grading or the traditional letter grade system. 
Under the Satisfactory-Fail system, the letters "S" and "F" will appear on 
your grade slip, and the "S" will not affect your grade point average. This 
option applies only to the nine credits designated for student teaching; 
H. Ed. 417, the community project, will be graded as usual. 
Since this option to do student teaching on the Satisfactory-Fail system is 
being introduced on an experimental basis, a study is being planned in an 
effort to provide information for use in continuing to improve the student 
teaching experience. Your cooperation is needed in this study; it is, 
therefore, hoped that you will be willing to participate in the Satisfac­
tory-Fail system of grading in student teaching fall quarter. It is antici­
pated that participation in the study will be of benefit both to you and 
your cooperating teacher. Further information about the study will be sent 
to you early in the fall at your student teaching center. 
Will you please indicate your decision on the enclosed postal card? Please 
return it by August 12. 
mh 
Enclosure 
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Are you willing to participate in the Satisfactory-
Fall system of grading in student teaching? (Check one.) 
Yes, I am willing. 
_____ No, I prefer A,B,C,D,F system. 
Name ___________________________________________ 
Student teaching center 
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First Letter to Cooperating Teachers 
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IOWA STATE 
Department of 
Home Economics Education 
MacKay Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50010 
UNIVERSITY Telephone: 515-294-4384 
DATE; July 30, 1971 
TO: Supervising Teacher for Home Economics Education, 
Iowa State University 
FROM: Dorothea Gienger 
SUBJECT: Student Teaching for fall quarter, 1971 
As a new school year is approaching, plans are being made for a new option 
to be used in the evaluation of student teachers. Based on our mutual 
experiences in recent years, we believe you will be interested with this 
plan and solicit your cooperation. 
Special arrangements have been made by the Department of Home Economics Edu­
cation in cooperation with the College of Education to make a choice possi­
ble for student teachers during fall quarter to be graded on either a Satis­
factory-Fail or letter grade (A,B,C) basis. Student teachers have been 
notified of this option and will be indicating their preferences within the 
next two weeks. We hope that most will select the Satisfactory-Fail option. 
Prior to August 30, you will be notified of the decision(s) made by your 
student teacher(s). When your student teacher selects the Satisfactory-Fail 
option, her grade will be either "S" or "F". 
Since this option to do student teaching on the Satisfactory-Fail system is 
being introduced on an experimental basis, a study is being planned in an 
effort to provide information for use in continuing to improve the student 
teaching experience. Your cooperation will be appreciated as we work 
together in this new venture. 
We are planning a meeting of cooperating teachers to be held Thursday, 
August 12, following the noon luncheon in the Terrace Room, Hotel Savery, 
Des Moines, Iowa. At that time. Dr. Ruth Hughes, who becomes head. Home 
Economics Education Department on August 1, will meet with us. We shall 
plan to discuss a number of aspects of student teaching including the trial 
of the Satisfactory-Fail grading system. 
I am looking forward to seeing you in Des Moines. 
mh 
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Letter to School Principals 
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IOWA STATE 
UNIVERSITY 
Department of 
Home Economics Education 
MacKay Hall 
Ames, Iowa 5(K)1() 
Telephone: 515-294-4384 
July 30, 1971 
Mr. Jim Smith, Principal 
Central High School 
Anytown, Iowa 
Dear Mr. Smith: 
We are looking forward to working with you this fall in relation to student 
teaching being done by Home Economics Education majors. As a part of our 
continuous effort to improve our teacher education program, special 
arrangements have been made for a change in the system of grading student 
teaching for fall quarter. 
In cooperation with the College of Education, the Home Economics Education 
Department will offer the student teachers a choice of being graded on a 
Satisfactory-Fail basis or on the usual lettered grade (A,B,C) basis. We 
hope that most of the student teachers fall quarter will select the Satis­
factory-Fail option. Students who happen to be doing student teaching 
later in the year will not be given this option. 
We shall be notifying the cooperating teachers of this plan by letter and 
hope to meet with them at some time when all or most of them will be in Des 
Moines for the Vocational Education Teachers Conference. 
Since this option to do student teaching on the Satisfactory-Fail system is 
being introduced on an experimental basis, a study is being planned in an 
effort to obtain information that will be needed in evaluating the merits 
of this different grading system for student teaching. It is anticipated 
that the study will involve our obtaining from the cooperating teacher and 
student teachers some judgments regarding the student teaching experiences 
and, in some of the student teaching centers, audio-recording about two of 
the class sessions taught by the student teacher and around three of the 
conferences between the cooperating teacher and student teacher. 
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Will you please indicate on the enclosed postal card whether it will be 
satisfactory with you for us to request the cooperating teacher to assist 
with our study of the Satisfactory-Fail grading system for student teach­
ing. Your cooperation is appreciated. If you have any questions, we shall 
be glad to try to answer them. 
Sincerely yours. 
Dr. Ruth P. Hughes, Head 
Home Economics Education Department 
Dr. Wallace Schloerke, Coordinator 
Student Teaching 
mh 
Enclosure 
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Letter to Student Teachers 
in Regard to Data Collection 
195 
I O W A  S T A T  K  U N I V E R S I T Y  
o f  s c i e n c e  a n d  t e c h n o l o g y  
Ames, Iowa 60010 
COLLEGE OF HOME ECONOMICS 
OFFICE OF THC OCAN 
To; Code Number 
From: Barbara Clawson, Eva Fields, Marguerite Scruggs 
Re: Plans for Study Fall Quarter 
The letter which you received the first part of August explained that a 
study was being planned for fall quarter in relation to the use of the two 
grading systems for H. Ed. 407. The purpose of this letter is to give you 
more details about the study including plans for the collection of the data. 
Your help is needed in the collection of the two kinds of data which are 
described below. Both types of information are to be tape recorded. 
Data Collection 
A. Teaching 
What? Tape record two class sessions taught by you. 
When? One near the beginning and one near the end of one of the units 
you teach, preferably one at least three or four weeks in length. 
Bie first session (Session A) should be taped within two weeks 
after you start teaching. You may wish to discuss the unit to 
select for the taping with your cooperating teacher. 
Method(s) of Teaching 
The method(s) of teaching for the classes which are recorded 
should include discussion involving pupil-teacher interaction 
for at least 30 minutes of the session. Record the entire ses­
sion. 
Practice Taping 
You are encouraged to record a class session prior to the one to 
be recorded as Session A. This will provide an opportunity for 
pupils as well as you to get accustomed to the recorder. Please 
check the quslity cf the recording so that yn" ran make any 
needed adjustments when you record Session A. 
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Before Taping 
At least the day before you plan to tape the class, give.your 
cooperating teacher a copy of the lesson plan for the class to 
be taped. There are no specifications for format or degree of 
detail; use whatever you and your cooperating teacher have 
agreed upon. The only request is that you include behavioral 
objectives, learning activities, and generalizations. 
After Taping 
Fill out the enclosed "Information Form for Class Tapes" and 
give it and the tape to your cooperating teacher for mailing. 
B. Conferences 
What? Tape record three of the conferences held with your cooperating 
teacher as indicated below. 
When? Conference A - the first regularly scheduled conference with 
your cooperating teacher soon after Session A is taught. 
Conference B - the first regularly scheduled conference with 
your cooperating teacher soon after Session B is taught. 
Conference C - conference with your cooperating teacher held 
near the end of the student teaching period to evaluate the 
total student teaching experience. 
After Taping 
Record the date of the conference on the tape container. Give 
the tape to the cooperating teacher who will return it to us. 
C. General Information 
Your cooperating teacher is aware that you are being asked to 
record the lessons and conferences, but we would like for you to 
assume the major responsibility for the recording. The tapes 
are being furnished by the researchers and have been mailed to 
your student teaching center. Tapes have been identified with 
your code number, which is at the beginning of this letter, and 
with a "T" for recording the teaching of the class sessions and 
a "C" for recording the conferences. In centers to which two 
student teachers have been assigned, be sure to check the code 
numbers on the tapes before using them. The reason for identi­
fying the tapes with code numbers is to enable the researchers 
to work with the information anonymously. 
Some general directions for taping are enclosed with this let­
ter; additional specific directions may need co be obtained Icura 
someone at yqur center. After you have recorded the class ses­
sions and conferences for the study, play back the first few 
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minutes of the tapes to be sure the recorder was working. Be 
careful to avoid erasing the tape, however' 
For those of you who are in centers where Independent study is 
used totally and the class does not meet as a group, please 
record your conversations with a number of students (equivalent 
in length to one class period) at the beginning and end of their 
work in a particular unit. 
If you have any questions, discuss them with your cooperating 
teacher. We hope to visit as many of the centers as possible 
during the quarter and are looking forward to seeing you at that 
time. Best wishes to you as you begin your student teaching 
experience. 
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Information Form for Classes 
Âudiotaped by Student Teachers 
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Code Number _____________________ 
Type of class, i.e., Homemaking I,II, Semester Foods Course, etc. 
Grade level of students 
Size of class 
Name of unit 
Topic for class which was recorded 
Date class was recorded 
Date unit began D.ite unit will end or ended 
Speed at which tape was recorded (Applies only to reels, not cassettes) 
Attach to lesson plan to be sent to Barbara Clawson 
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Suggestions for Tape Recording 
201 
Suggestions for Tape Recording 
General procedures for operation of tape recorders; 
1. Turn on the machine and let it warm up for a minute. 
2. Thread the tape to make proper contact with th2 "head" or insert the 
cassette. 
3. Plug microphone directly into the input jack of the recorder. 
4. Turn the volume on high, test the microphone by speaking from the posi­
tions where you plan to have students sit, and observe the volume indi­
cator or play back the tape to see if the recorder is picking up your 
voice. If not, try to rearrange the seating so all voices will be 
recorded. 
5. Set the speed selector switch to desired recording speed. (This is not 
necessary for cassette recorders.) 
6. Begin recording by pressing necessary controls. 
Some additional hints for recording are: 
1. Set microphone on table with a towel or magazine under it to absorb 
some of the distracting sounds. 
2. Be careful to avoid moving or jarring the microphone or cord during 
recording. 
3. Have students as close to microphone as possible. 
4. If possible, eliminate undesirable background noises, such as whisper­
ing, squeaking chairs, and rattling paper, which are all picked up. 
5. Try to put the microphone in as central a position as possible. 
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Letter to Cooperating Teachers 
in Regard to Data Collection 
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I O W A  S T A T I C  U N I V E R S I T Y  
o f  s c i e n c e  a n d  t e c h n o l o g y  
Ames, Iowa 50010 
COLLEGE OF HOME ECONOMICS 
office of the otan 
To; Cooperating Teachers, Fall Quarter 
From: Barbara Clawson, Eva Fields, Marguerite Scruggs 
Re; Plans for Study 
We appreciated talking with you in Des Moines about plans for the study of 
student teaching fall and winter quarter under the two different systems of 
grading. We also are most appreciative of your interest in assisting with 
the study. Without your assistance, the study could not be conducted, of 
course. 
As indicated at the meeting In Des Moines, the general procedures for 
H. Ed. 407, Supervised Teaching in Home Economics, remain the same; the 
only change is that some student teachers will be graded on a Satisfactory-
Fail basis. The goal of student teaching, to help each student teacher 
reach her potential, remains the same. 
Data Collection 
The following data are to be collected for each student teacher fall quar­
ter. 
A. Teaching 
1. Tape record two class sessions taught by the student teacher, one 
(Session A) near the beginning of a unit and one (Session B) near the 
end of the same unit. Preferably the two recorded sessions are to be 
at least three to four weeks apart. If possible. Session A should be 
taped within the first two weeks after the student teacher begins 
teaching. The method(s) of teaching for the lessons recorded should be 
discussed or some method which involves pupil-teacher Interaction for 
at least 30 minutes. The entire class period, however, is to be 
recorded. 
The term, unit, in a comprehensive homemaklng class may be thought 
of as the length of time devoted to a subject matter area, such as fam­
ily relations. In a semester course, a unit may be considered as the 
length of tl=e giver, to one of the rnnica covered In the course. 
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Because of budgetary considerations, the tapes being provided will 
require that both sides be used to record an entire class session. 
Will you assume responsibility for turning the tape over at the appro­
priate time during the recording of the class? It would be easy for 
the student teacher to forget to do this when she is involved in teach­
ing. 
The student teacher is encouraged to tape a class session some time 
before the taping to be recorded for the study to provide an opportunity 
for both the students and student teacher to become accustomed to being 
taped. Hiis practice taping would enable you to check the effective­
ness of the recording procedure. No additional tapes are being pro­
vided since the same tape can be used for both the practice and the 
actual recording. Some general suggestions for taping are given on the 
enclosed form; additional specific instructions if needed for your 
recorder may be obtained from the Instruction guide or someone in your 
school who is familiar with the recorder. 
2. Obtain a copy of the student teacher's lesson plan prior to the 
class session. There are no specifications for format or degree of 
detail; this Is up to you and your student teacher. Do check, however, 
that the plan contains behavioral objectives, learning activities, and 
generalizations. 
3. Give the lesson plan, tape, and the "Information Form for Class 
Tapes," which the student teacher will fill out, to the college super­
visor if she Is scheduled to visit within a week of the taping OR if 
she is not scheduled to visit during that time, mall the lesson plan, 
form, and tape to: Barbara Clawson, 3110 Buchanan, Iowa State Univer­
sity, Ames, Iowa 50010. 
Two self-addressed envelopes are enclosed In which to mall the les­
son plans and forms. A record will be kept of the amount you spend for 
postage, and you will be reimbursed winter quarter when the study is 
completed. We hope this plan for reimbursement will be satisfactory. 
The tapes may be returned in brown envelopes or wrapped in brown 
paper, whichever is more convenient. 
B. Conferences 
Tape record three of the conferences held with the student teacher 
as indicated below. 
1. Conference A-the first regularly scheduled conference with the stu­
dent teacher soon after Session A is taught (and recorded). 
2. Conference B-the first regularly scheduled conference with the stu­
dent teacher soon after Session B is taught (and recorded). 
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3. Conference C-conference with the student teacher near the end of 
the student teaching period, the conference at which you evaluate the 
total student teaching experience. 
Record the date that the conference is held on the tape container 
before mailing it to Barbara Clawson. 
Mail the tapes for Conference A and Conference B along with the 
tapes for Session A and Session B as directed in A. 3. above. 
Mail the tapes for Conference C as soon as possible after it is 
recorded following the instructions in A. 3. above. 
C. Questionnaire 
A questionnaire asking for your reactions to a number of items will 
be mailed to you at the end of the student teaching block of time. 
Directions for responding to the questionnaire and returning it will be 
given at that time. 
You should be receiving the tapes in the mail within the next few days. 
Five tapes are being furnished so a different one can be used for each les­
son and each conference. The tapes are labeled with the student teacher's 
code number and identified by a "T" if it is to be used for recording the 
teaching of the class sessions and a "C" for the conferences. 
If you have any questions about the teaching tapes, call Barbara Clawson 
collect at 294-5004. If there is no answer, call Dr. Scruggs at 294-5982 
and she will contact Barbara. If there are questions about the conferences, 
call Mrs. Eva Fields at 294-6245 or Dr. Scruggs if there is no answer at 
Eva's number. 
We enjoyed the brief meeting with you in Des Moines and are looking forward 
to working with you. Best wishes for a successful school year. 
Her Choice of 
Student Teacher Method of Grading Code Number 
Enclosures: Copy of letter to student teachers 
Information Form on Recording 
Self-addressed Envelopes 
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Letter Accompanying Cooperating 
Teacher Instruments 
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I O W A  S T A T l i  I I N I V K R S I T Y  
o f  s c i e n c e  a n d  t e c h n o l o g y  
Amos. li>wa 60010 
COLLEGE OF HOME ECONOMICS 
OFFICE OF THE OlAN 
October 22, 1971 
To: Cooperating Teachers 
From: Barbara Clawson, Eva Fields, Marguerite Scruggs, Ruth Hughes 
Re: Data Collection from Cooperating Teachers 
Your cooperation in helping the student teachers with the taping of the 
classes and conferences has been appreciated. Data collection is proceed­
ing smoothly, and the credit for this goes to you. 
The letter you received from us in the fall mentioned that you would be 
asked for somi? information at the end of the student teaching period. That 
time has now arrived, and the instruments are enclosed. They consist of 
three parts; Part I is designed to provide an opportunity for you to react 
to the student teaching experience. Part II asks for an evaluation of your 
student teachcr's performance, and Part III requests your beliefs concern­
ing the individual supervisory conference. 
Please fill in your student teacher's code number, which is given below, in 
the blank on the first page of each instrument. Parts I and II need to be 
filled out for each student teacher. If you had two student teachers, two 
sets of instruments are enclosed. It is, however, necessary to fill out 
Part III only once. 
A self-addressed stamped envelope is enclosed for your use in returning the 
instruments. Please return by Wednesday, November 10th. 
Student Teacher Code Number 
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APPENDIX F; SUGGESTIONS FOR ASSIGNING GRADES IN STUDENT TEACHING 
Home Economics Education 
Iowa State University 
Memorial Union The Gallery 
Monday, September 27, 1971 
1. "A" should be reserved for those students who really have attained a 
superior level of performance. These students should have many out­
standing qualities, not more than one or two liabilities of any conse­
quence, and no liability of major consequence. These are the students 
whom we judge as ready to do successful work immediately in almost any 
situation. 
2. "B" should be given those who have attained an effective level of per­
formance and who have more major competences than liabilities. 
3. "C" should be the grade for those who display about the same number of 
weaknesses as strengths. Their major liabilities would be few and 
major competences would also be few. They are neither strong nor are 
they weak enough to be a serious risk. 
4. "D" should be reserved for those students who clearly are not ready for 
certification and must be required to take another term or semester to 
bring their competency up to an acceptable level. 
5. "F" may be reserved for those rare individuals who have been unwilling 
to accept advice to transfer out of the teaching curriculum and who are 
obviously and unquestionably not safe risks to direct the learning of 
children. The judgment of several people should always be secured in 
making chis decision. 
Adapted from Guiding Your Student Teacher by Curtis and Andrews, Chapter 
13, "Evaluating Student Growth." 
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APPENDIX G: FACTOR LOADING MATRICES 
TABLE 27 
Rotated factor loading^ matrix--9 factors, 134 variables (denormalized): 
Student teacher instruments 
Factor 
Variable I II III IV V VI VII VIII IX 
1 -007 -405 036 -033 -135 -078 -210 115 -074 
2 -162 576 073 068 -007 -094 551 040 -027 
3 157 008 567 053 -016 039 025 -046 057 
4 114 335 276 -092 001 -045 178 -134 183 
5 139 106 294 -121 -201 203 -048 016 015 
6 -162 -281 230 141 -001 -043 -021 -050 -031 
7 -115 580 107 -012 -055 -046 496 027 -012 
8 115 -138 -113 217 280 080 -128 054 -113 
9 -265 -259 -050 565 028 057 052 090 -088 
10 019 -443 059 289 -082 -130 -186 112 054 
11 481 186 -147 -047 033 064 -082 369 -161 
12 655 353 072 -146 -047 012 -086 214 126 
13 072 -459 -Oil 075 -088 026 -319 120 -062 
14 258 570 -067 -269 -026 454 -005 -059 003 
15 186 -250 -106 178 179 -060 -191 119 -049 
16 133 211 576 -143 014 051 144 -079 -005 
17 551 345 -040 Oil 005 058 -029 264 039 
18 326 503 -047 143 -034 616 -037 105 -050 
19 067 -160 -205 079 084 082 -215 -028 036 
20 047 488 050 -276 -027 193 116 -242 166 
21 111 156 099 -001 -133 -087 073 008 174 
22 494 267 114 -082 -033 243 -092 249 -103 
23 054 098 -003 -379 -031 -078 -014 -075 027 
24 -345 -261 -058 468 -086 -000 016 -096 137 
25 -229 122 -912 050 -003 -056 -010 -061 160 
26 291 322 071 -148 -049 -122 112 095 103 
27 -003 542 -109 Oil -013 221 288 082 -102 
28 -232 -237 -048 167 -043 -166 -005 -109 139 
29 012 -265 -096 336 115 -071 -101 075 004 
30 131 -008 142 046 128 -018 -043 -067 070 
^Decimal points are omitted in factor loadings. 
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TABLE 27 (Continued) 
Factor 
Variable I II III IV V VI VII VIII IX 
31 -473 -255 -098 218 012 -113 030 -321 209 
32 -363 -168 -090 070 100 -214 129 -136 -004 
33 -350 -295 -143 005 -078 -365 106 036 -043 
34 -057 469 062 001 015 -127 411 013 030 
35 -138 -478 -072 151 068 -138 -161 044 -089 
36 074 -467 030 204 -032 071 -314 106 -055 
37 152 -613 -053 -022 -116 -002 -514 044 056 
38 -136 -429 056 030 194 -018 -119 075 -322 
39 -142 681 -094 127 089 179 469 -023 -056 
40 021 -338 -210 -128 235 -030 -291 -096 -062 
41 067 124 109 -337 -104 096 -034 -051 -019 
42 248 388 074 098 059 560 -051 -012 -051 
43 130 -559 -092 100 -073 006 -400 196 -098 
44 312 542 067 014 022 518 005 -026 027 
45 -111 -157 -123 531 087 113 038 200 -174 
46 -092 -206 -164 344 032 -166 074 256 -148 
47 -353 -129 -237 065 132 -124 022 -301 161 
48 -123 -269 -147 031 338 -287 010 -014 -140 
49 118 -568 -016 -022 -007 -071 -447 -042 092 
50 -030 568 083 212 -031 048 438 060 039 
51 -020 149 248 -177 -101 -132 154 -078 095 
52 252 371 -134 -292 -021 236 -039 036 -036 
53 252 524 -032 095 018 619 -039 -069 050 
54 037 129 078 -200 010 -073 060 -077 051 
55 -025 048 099 -145 019 079 -020 -136 023 
56 080 482 023 197 -151 046 263 018 225 
57 -131 650 -089 -072 003 002 492 031 -065 
58 -095 519 172 001 -037 -072 436 -071 098 
59 130 -146 125 197 140 -020 -065 075 -049 
60 -189 -466 062 280 035 -211 -049 064 -061 
61 -181 -388 -159 325 075 -059 -098 066 -082 
62 527 222 054 095 040 107 -052 325 -083 
63 353 255 235 -200 -080 -022 -027 -044 219 
64 175 130 150 -003 236 017 012 -100 042 
65 243 -394 122 302 059 066 -319 105 019 
66 398 -032 704 -012 u22 024 -074 0*+! 026 
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TABLE 27 (Continued) 
Factor 
Variable I II III IV V VI VII VIII IX 
67 103 -255 143 141 130 -103 -096 072 -056 
68 -081 353 131 -048 -030 -095 322 -043 051 
69 475 298 -144 -033 -020 -042 062 461 -176 
70 129 310 -163 -085 -036 244 -043 -081 114 
71 277 599 003 -056 -042 469 076 050 -029 
72 054 739 034 -075 -042 058 399 -085 165 
73 -284 -268 016 544 023 154 -019 -058 Oil 
74 185 -101 792 009 -009 -118 039 -056 077 
75 214 012 -076 -149 -022 084 -117 184 -150 
76 548 405 014 -027 -059 -024 041 265 092 
77 034 511 -033 089 -194 -013 342 130 093 
78 208 260 374 -127 095 006 148 015 -053 
79 -066 497 080 047 -082 -089 430 048 049 
80 013 717 035 -054 -053 -057 504 058 040 
81 -045 461 073 035 -006 -105 399 026 036 
82 -073 385 114 -013 -025 -073 356 024 -012 
83 -052 652 047 -053 -029 -009 477 023 -002 
84 -064 503 136 030 002 049 412 050 -081 
85 -077 579 163 025 -020 069 488 109 -149 
86 -003 593 061 -054 -027 149 372 059 -090 
87 065 703 083 -048 -070 -014 484 123 -019 
88 -050 532 088 -200 -167 -028 394 071 -037 
89 094 588 113 -152 -051 -029 403 144 -090 
90 -069 496 027 023 -104 044 377 076 -026 
91 159 571 131 013 -020 007 382 184 -070 
92 -036 -160 057 020 -004 163 -100 065 -178 
93 -007 -050 -093 -012 114 -034 -015 020 -079 
94 -136 -064 006 315 087 056 066 -003 -036 
95 -075 -015 -107 106 -086 069 006 065 -030 
96 008 -214 087 -162 041 101 -209 -104 -047 
97 -018 -081 -058 -058 -023 -151 -047 -082 140 
98 -040 093 018 093 104 077 077 -033 -041 
99 -123 003 -106 198 259 050 021 -188 054 
100 -037 080 114 -139 019 044 055 -059 -055 
101 456 485 129 -178 032 018 015 -118 324 
102 301 Zbi Ù/0 ÙÔO 067 -150 l i e  An/. W V-T 1 oc 
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TABLE 27 (Continued) 
Factor 
Variable I II III IV V VI VII VIII IX 
103 149 016 079 134 109 103 -003 158 -166 
104 254 321 015 115 172 145 048 -014 068 
105 359 237 125 -199 194 -219 -007 -172 294 
106 338 207 209 095 109 086 -041 -066 187 
107 338 207 097 069 257 002 -031 -097 172 
108 177 179 158 041 285 144 -000 -136 020 
109 298 170 103 -051 147 -009 -036 -043 110 
110 381 205 179 -093 113 -053 -028 -019 143 
111 405 279 039 -026 306 060 -052 -075 109 
112 432 308 210 -034 462 056 -007 -144 074 
113 425 107 129 -045 513 014 -080 -004 -114 
114 512 317 097 -016 624 -091 -003 -156 121 
115 525 394 029 105 561 047 033 -014 018 
116 516 390 -056 060 450 017 009 006 071 
117 497 289 077 087 371 013 041 168 -096 
118 482 406 -063 -034 374 081 -038 -079 135 
119 321 266 065 -049 328 044 -062 -247 234 
120 453 421 -041 -050 119 042 -004 -000 198 
121 318 424 -005 026 054 023 119 071 114 
122 348 303 001 048 367 -053 063 -029 071 
123 351 245 079 -027 249 049 037 117 -110 
124 392 361 013 -023 390 069 080 093 -133 
125 288 340 -017 -025 221 232 -024 -066 029 
126 106 417 -118 067 122 133 148 -040 061 
127 305 291 -033 -074 418 045 -068 -296 232 
128 358 418 121 -010 115 -008 117 Oil 140 
129 351 306 004 044 268 076 013 -003 052 
130 289 374 009 -139 119 035 061 -024 083 
131 180 558 094 091 150 052 255 -188 195 
132 556 463 -052 116 -083 -021 -007 071 408 
133 530 466 -108 104 144 -079 047 061 288 
134 276 356 049 179 059 114 074 010 162 
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TABLE 28 
Rotated factor loading^ matrix—6 factors, 84 variables (denormalized): 
Cooperating teacher instruments 
Factor 
riable ] II III IV V VI 
1 -149 -206 -281 -660 026 -096 
2 -344 -236 -399 -149 326 -184 
3 378 209 -031 084 175 051 
4 559 248 050 208 174 115 
5 790 196 270 063 140 178 
6 633 333 -039 214 177 081 
7 -522 -253 -440 -278 044 -232 
8 760 267 302 146 187 078 
9 019 -241 -316 -248 140 152 
10 278 479 180 242 131 127 
11 -285 -329 -405 -348 -004 -106 
12 253 074 049 -112 392 030 
13 414 504 066 283 010 106 
14 -523 -209 -099 -406 -103 -038 
15 589 427 352 220 062 287 
16 -389 -025 -547 -045 127 -125 
17 -481 -576 -122 -324 079 -092 
18 -157 -374 -318 -598 -084 -227 
19 -140 -167 -420 -450 -080 -192 
20 -523 -406 091 -427 076 052 
21 503 159 167 182 247 091 
22 302 553 209 252 226 056 
23 138 344 508 365 257 274 
24 179 140 537 -028 345 008 
25 -571 -090 -176 -102 048 -048 
26 190 445 192 546 147 369 
27 067 332 318 216 073 -071 
28 435 360 057 383 095 171 
29 386 387 247 413 170 283 
30 -344 -239 -598 -176 -035 -104 
^Decimal points are omitted in factor loadings. 
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32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
VI 
012 
220 
190 
350 
152 
038 
154 
071 
110 
153 
154 
005 
037 
012 
007 
082 
092 
134 
203 
191 
110 
094 
098 
123 
266 
072 
191 
222 
238 
288 
572 
445 
423 
326 
552 
214 
TABLE 28 (Continued) 
Factor 
I II III IV V 
-229 -019 -418 -256 -067 
231 174 763 -024 198 
484 443 355 299 131 
568 334 455 219 076 
808 074 388 138 118 
097 727 089 178 103 
549 314 546 004 178 
580 274 138 195 326 
706 353 218 182 153 
-165 -135 -805 -259 -174 
649 399 356 124 160 
-007 Oil -003 013 -005 
101 158 159 030 -045 
-074 -005 -154 -021 173 
576 182 209 351 395 
474 464 193 411 213 
526 585 292 269 209 
582 293 097 268 380 
328 300 062 374 271 
401 372 303 205 -016 
460 388 403 214 306 
584 139 181 057 028 
429 390 044 -074 146 
482 472 181 198 298 
558 214 291 -073 260 
110 860 170 138 120 
250 676 300 104 171 
264 681 130 210 181 
443 487 163 137 287 
287 484 238 468 289 
275 403 238 282 203 
465 519 187 176 256 
168 369 188 216 514 
562 259 314 170 289 
583 309 274 180 195 
t)4o 221 233 115 OOC 
VI 
364 
478 
490 
317 
301 
562 
324 
475 
207 
320 
333 
184 
252 
107 
152 
132 
148 
139 
215 
TABLE 28 (Continued) 
Factor 
Variable I II III IV V 
67 437 627 177 023 081 
68 538 465 191 269 062 
69 622 402 208 056 116 
70 402 647 160 224 132 
71 487 580 137 171 010 
72 439 433 210 249 205 
73 367 606 185 073 316 
74 344 405 188 250 292 
75 423 364 128 204 355 
76 365 243 185 378 372 
77 640 404 218 169 133 
78 551 638 185 151 070 
79 280 298 106 112 591 
80 326 202 021 159 564 
81 556 407 229 176 315 
82 674 109 397 212 334 
83 716 196 321 225 339 
84 424 217 102 373 366 
Percent removed (total variance) by each of 6 factors 
20.52 14.69 8.55 6.53 5.26 5.63 
Percent total variance removed by 6 factors--61.18 
Percent removed (common variance) by each of 6 factors 
32.47 23.24 13.53 10.33 8.33 8.91 
5 
6 
8 
15 
19 
21 
28 
30 
51 
54 
55 
59 
64 
65 
67 
75 
92 
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APPENDIX H: ITEMS NOT USED IN FACTORS 
Items from Student Teacher Instruments 
Teachers are respected in a community. 
There was no choice in regard to the subject matter areas taught by the 
student teacher. 
When the use of a particular teaching method was not successful. It was 
not tried again. 
Things were done the way the cooperating teacher wanted them to be done. 
Hie topics other teachers in the school discussed informally were dis­
appointing. 
The recommendation (in the credentials) of the cooperating teacher will 
affect employment opportunities. 
Student teachers are not adequately prepared to understand adolescents. 
Grading student teachers on an A,B,C,D,F basis (not S-F basis) stimu­
lates student teachers to do their best. 
The home economics education course(s) contributed to the competence 
of the student teacher. 
The educational methods courses give student teachers adequate back­
ground for preparing lesson plans. 
Student teachers are adequately prepared in terms of subject matter 
background in home economics. 
The grade assigned in student teaching is an important part of the stu­
dent teacher's academic record. 
The grade received in student teaching is an accurate measure of my 
achievement. 
It would have been desirable to be able to discuss teaching more openly 
with the cooperating teacher. 
The grade assigned in student teaching will affect the kind of position 
that can be obtained. 
The reactions of the pupils could be accurately pLcJlctad. 
Satisfactory-Fail would be better than A,B,C,D,F for grading H. Ed. 
407 (student teaching). 
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93. Satisfactory-Fail would be better than A,B,C,D,F for grading H. Ed. 417 
(community experience). 
95- Satisfactory-Fail would be better than A,B,C,D,F for grading H. Ed. 406 
(methods). 
97- The cooperating teacher compared the performance of one student teacher 
with that of the other. 
98. It was helpful to compare my performance with that of the other student 
teacher. 
99. There was competition with the other student teacher. 
100. Each student teacher received her fair share of the credit for the 
ideas developed jointly. 
E3. This student teacher had correct pronunciation; used varied vocabulary. 
E8. This student teacher's objectives were important and comprehensive; 
were expressed in behavioral terms. 
E9. This student teacher planned well-thought-through questions to motivate 
a student discussion. 
E23. This student teacher had necessary and appropriate materials readily 
available. 
Items from the Cooperating Teacher Instruments 
This student teacher; 
2. could not seem to forget experiences which were not successful. 
3. was adequately prepared for student teaching in terms of subject matter 
background in home economics. 
10. was adequately prepared for student teaching in terms of teaching 
methods. 
11. was dependent upon the cooperating teacher for ideas for her classes. 
12. was assigned a grade which is an accurate judgment of her performance. 
19. did not try a method again if she had limited success the first time 
she used it. 
27. looked forward to the college supervisor's visits. 
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28. was willing to accept responsibility for class sessions that were not 
successful. 
29. openly discussed her performance as a student teacher. 
33. was productively self-directive. 
46. used available resources in solving problems. 
47. willingly assumed the responsibilities of student teaching. 
49. made progress in overcoming weaknesses. 
50. was approachable at all times. 
El. was enthusiastic. 
E3. had correct pronunciation; used varied vocabulary. 
E4. invited suggestions and implemented them. 
E9. planned well-thought-through questions to motivate student discussion. 
E18. went over content again in a different way when it was not understood; 
clarified statements. 
E25. had thought-provoking questions suitable to the lesson ready to ask. 
E26. used teacher-pupil planning when appropriate (students had legitimate 
choice). 
E34. used opportunities to present the home economics program to others. 
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APPENDIX I: SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES 
TABLE 29 
Mean scores and ranges of standard deviations of student teacher 
responses to Factor I for the 16 cooperating teachers 
Cooperating Mean Range of No. of student 
teacher score S. D. teachers 
1 1.41 48.34- 72.44 4 
2 1.17 59.82- 92.19 4 
3 1.40 50.55- 83.53 4 
4 1.21 57.79- 84.11 4 
5 1.02 53.32- 98.74 4 
6 1.96 32.70- 84.57 4 
7 1.12 59.38-109.62 4 
8 2.34 50.54- 75.63 4 
9 1.54 70.22- 71.39 3 
10 .78 85.30- 98.37 2 
11 1.69 58.46- 77.70 3 
12 1.13 79.36- 84.57 2 
13 1.35 67.01- 88.72 2 
14 1.98 35.12- 74.54 2 
15 1.08 65.12- 65.18 2 
16 1.78 57.05- 59.52 2 
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TABLE 30 
Mean scores and ranges of standard deviations of student teacher 
responses to Factor II for the 16 cooperating teachers 
Cooperating Mean Range of No. of student 
teacher score S. D- teachers 
1 1.67 61.26-102.95 4 
2 1.39 62.48-110.78 4 
3 .86 80.83-113.61 4 
4 1.53 57.89- 95.80 4 
5 .95 63.70-159.30 4 
6 .76 90.66-123.09 4 
7 1,32 76.39-100.40 4 
8 1.17 58.01-117.25 4 
9 1.32 86.29-122.66 3 
10 1.14 110.33-124.48 2 
11 2.19 64.53- 80.88 3 
12 2.90 54.44- 59.09 2 
13 1.68 88.05-107.29 2 
14 2.14 44.63- 76.33 2 
15 1.07 83.38- 98.06 2 
16 3.39 50.91- 52.40 2 
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TABLE 31 
Mean scores and ranges of standard deviations of student teacher 
responses to Factor III for the 16 cooperating teachers 
Cooperating Mean Range of No. of student 
teacher score S. D. teachers 
1 .76 61.88-118.23 4 
2 .31 73.58-123.79 4 
3 .89 87.40-114.07 4 
4 .76 87.38-114.64 4 
5 .20 67.08-151.13 4 
6 .91 80.39-127.54 4 
7 .69 91.05-125.27 4 
8 1.61 70.53-133.73 4 
9 1.63 88.92-142.87 3 
10 1.33 103.86-109.41 2 
11 .91 85.22-153.20 3 
12 .53 84.47-134.11 2 
13 1.30 88.25-129.31 2 
14 1.11 53.51-139.58 2 
15 -.11 83.24- 90.72 2 
16 .48 91.50-133.82 2 
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TABLE 32 
Mean scores and ranges of standard deviations of student teacher 
responses to Factor IV for the 16 cooperating teachers 
Cooperating Mean Range of No. of student 
teacher score S. D. teachers 
1 .22 76.19-158.16 4 
2 -.15 72.58-117.12 4 
3 -.45 77.79-133.19 4 
4 -.19 81.53-132.60 4 
5 .73 68.65-124.13 4 
6 .31 101.10-189.73 4 
7 .05 127.42-171.47 4 
8 -.26 59.44-153.57 4 
9 .01 120.49-143.40 3 
10 .52 104.70-124.11 2 
11 -.49 81.51-137.55 3 
12 -.45 96.98- 98.15 2 
13 .41 23.49- 52.10 2 
14 -.83 15.95- 50.14 2 
15 .37 36.55- 42.89 2 
16 - .44 26.00- 47.72 2 
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TABLE 33 
Mean scores and ranges of standard deviations of student teacher 
responses to Factor V for the 16 cooperating teachers 
Cooperating Mean Range of No. of student 
teacher score S. D. teachers 
1 .84 18.79-69.99 4 
2 .73 37.12-47.54 4 
3 .67 35.50-92.75 4 
4 1.03 19.05-67.38 4 
5 .82 25.21-85.10 4 
6 .60 18.08-56.78 4 
7 .81 39.82-61.86 4 
8 1.03 20.31-81.59 4 
9 .97 46.78-65.11 3 
10 .68 46.17-52.12 2 
11 1.10 18.54-60.23 3 
12 .76 41.42-81.12 2 
13 1.13 23.49-52.10 2 
14 1.03 15.95-50.14 2 
15 .72 36.55-42.89 2 
16 1.02 26.00-47.72 2 
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TABLE 34 
Mean scores and ranges of standard deviations of student teacher 
responses to Factor VI for the 16 cooperating teachers 
Cooperating Mean Range of No. of student 
teacher score S. D. teachers 
1 1.57 61.88-118.23 4 
2 .75 73.58-123.79 4 
3 .50 87.40-114.07 4 
4 1.43 87.38-114.64 4 
5 1.40 67.08-151.13 4 
6 1.16 80.39-127.54 4 
7 1.00 91.05-125.27 4 
8 1.19 70.53-133.73 4 
9 .72 88.92-142.87 3 
10 .49 103.86-109.41 2 
11 1.51 85.22-153.20 3 
12 1.48 84.47-134.11 2 
13 1.69 88.25-129.31 2 
14 2.31 53.51-139.58 2 
15 1.01 83.24- 90.72 2 
16 1.67 91.50-133.82 2 
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TABLE 35 
Mean scores and ranges of standard deviations of student teacher 
responses to Factor VII for the 16 cooperating teachers 
Cooperating Mean Range of No. of student 
teacher score S. D. teachers 
I 1.88 50.66-107.71 4 
2 1.48 56.28-112.61 4 
3 .93 67.42- 93.28 4 
4 1.55 66.83- 92.21 4 
5 .72 68.69-124.75 4 
6 .99 61.57-120.79 4 
7 1.47 51.15- 85.35 4 
8 1.19 47.87- 98.82 4 
9 2.95 36.74- 94.01 3 
10 2.81 60.72- 72.71 2 
11 2.94 44.11- 67.80 3 
12 4.21 33.98- 46.76 2 
13 3.39 46.71- 76.65 2 
14 2.84 21.28- 91.38 2 
15 1.59 62.86- 77.21 2 
16 4.97 33.23- 41.46 2 
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TABLE 36 
Mean scores and ranges of standard deviations of student teacher 
responses to Factor VIII for the 16 cooperating teachers 
Cooperating Mean Range of No. of student 
teacher score S. D. teachers 
1 .61 61.88-118.23 4 
2 .57 73.58-123.79 4 
3 .67 87.40-114.07 4 
4 .76 87.38-114.64 4 
5 .41 67.08-151.13 4 
6 .90 80.39-127.54 4 
7 .27 91.05-125.27 4 
8 1.39 70.53-133.73 4 
9 .78 88.92-142.87 3 
10 .82 103.86-109.41 2 
II .21 85.22-153.20 3 
12 .98 84.47-134.11 2 
13 .12 88.25-129.31 2 
14 1.30 53.51-139.58 2 
15 .67 83.24- 90.72 2 
16 1.02 91.50-133.82 2 
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TABLE 37 
Ifean scores and ranges of standard deviations of student teacher 
responses to Factor IX for the 16 cooperating teachers 
Cooperating Mean Range of No. of student 
teacher score S. D. teachers 
I 1.37 61.88-118.23 4 
2 1.39 73.58-123.79 4 
3 1.08 87.40-114.07 4 
4 1.34 87.38-114.64 4 
5 1.02 67.08-151.13 4 
6 .60 80.39-127.54 4 
7 1.28 91.05-125.27 4 
8 1.39 70.53-133.73 4 
9 1.38 88.92-142.87 3 
10 .88 103.86-109.41 2 
11 1.31 85.22-153.20 3 
12 .77 84.47-134.11 2 
13 1.40 88.25-129.31 2 
14 1.66 53.51-139.58 2 
15 .43 83.24- 90.72 2 
16 1.44 91.50-133.82 2 
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TABLE 38 
Mean scores and ranges of standard deviations of cooperating teacher 
responses to Factor I for student teachers assigned to them 
Cooperating Mean Range of No. of student 
teacher score S. D. teachers 
1 1.32 30.39- 96.86 4 
2 2.64 30.76- 83.19 4 
3 1.19 47.01- 90.05 4 
4 .94 50.00- 77.96 4 
5 2.49 53.25- 68.97 4 
6 2.46 27.68- 90.63 4 
7 3.36 27.98-131.07 4 
8 1.96 43.29-116.82 4 
9 3.17 30.87- 38.55 3 
10 .38 65.48-103.40 2 
11 2.04 39.44- 50.88 3 
12 4.38 22.04- 40.89 2 
13 1.21 42.39- 58.12 2 
14 .89 81.12-110.17 2 
15 1.21 58.52- 72.53 2 
16 1.45 67.36-107.53 2 
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TABLE 39 
Mean scores and ranges of standard deviations of cooperating teacher 
responses to Factor II for student teachers assigned to them 
Cooperating Mean Range of No. of student 
teacher score S. D. teachers 
1 1.70 25.22-42.07 4 
2 2.11 46.77-91.84 4 
3 2.18 40.72-58.33 4 
4 1.88 40.69-64.38 4 
5 2.05 50.66-81.97 4 
6 3.89 16.26-63.41 4 
7 2.27 0.0 -73.47 4 
8 2.79 28.87-82.48 4 
9 2.33 51.39-54.82 3 
10 .50 44.75-79.29 2 
11 2.30 38.03-52.33 3 
12 1.86 47.88-59.34 2 
13 2.53 23.98-34.26 2 
14 1.14 57.67-77.60 2 
15 2.28 32.69-49.32 2 
16 2.46 37.20-60.76 2 
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TABLE 40 
Mean scores and ranges of standard deviations of cooperating teacher 
responses to Factor III for student teachers assigned to them 
Cooperating Mean Range of No. of student 
teacher score S. D. teachers 
1 -.45 60.33- 84.84 4 
2 -1.82 37.34-124.76 4 
3 -1.24 37.99-141.54 4 
4 -1.22 50.28- 68.08 4 
5 -1.20 94.19-142.32 4 
6 -.79 35.48- 83.52 4 
7 -1.08 86.28-140.22 4 
8 -.91 98.52-170.62 4 
9 -2.00 48.22- 66.33 3 
10 -.95 46.13- 83.62 2 
11 -1.70 48.32- 60.04 3 
12 -3.77 18.64- 86.03 2 
13 -1.23 56.91- 63.68 2 
14 -2.82 48.82- 71.48 2 
15 -1.82 26.55- 85.40 2 
16 -1.27 70.69-108.30 2 
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TABLE 41 
Mean scores and ranges of standard deviations of cooperating teacher 
responses to Factor IV for student teachers assigned to them 
Cooperating Mean Range of No. of student 
teacher score S. D. teachers 
1 .56 51.51- 79.88 4 
2 .43 50.99-100.54 4 
3 -.22 62.17-104.52 4 
4 .52 54.41- 83.78 4 
5 1.02 67.94-103.40 4 
6 1.75 50.65- 82.11 4 
7 2.59 51.89-145.89 4 
8 2.14 43.33-101.31 4 
9 -.14 63.75- 72.22 3 
10 -1.88 66.07-105.61 2 
11 2.56 43.56- 66.26 3 
12 .63 55.98- 69.28 2 
13 .88 39.59- 63.87 2 
14 .22 85.41-106.03 2 
15 1.48 53.32- 66.54 2 
16 1.46 68.27-109.97 2 
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TABLE 42 
Mean scores and ranges of standard deviations of cooperating teacher 
responses to Factor V for student teachers assigned to them 
Cooperating Mean Range of No. of student 
teacher score S. D. teachers 
1 .72 51.51- 79.88 4 
2 1.43 50.99-100.54 4 
3 .90 62.17-104.52 4 
4 .61 54.41- 83.78 4 
5 1.84 67.94-103.40 4 
6 2.25 50.65- 82.11 4 
7 1.95 51.89-145.89 4 
8 1.53 43.33-101.31 4 
9 .30 63.75- 72.22 3 
10 .32 66.07-105.61 2 
11 2.08 43.56- 66.26 3 
12 2.10 55.98- 69.28 2 
13 .63 39.59- 63.87 2 
14 .24 85.41-106.03 2 
15 .96 53.32- 66.54 2 
16 1.24 68.27-109.97 2 
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TABLE 43 
Mean scores and ranges of standard deviations of cooperating teacher 
responses to Factor VI for student teachers assigned to them 
Cooperating Mean Range of No. of student 
teacher score S. D. teachers 
1 1.11 51.51- 79.88 4 
2 1.41 50.99-100.54 4 
3 1.36 62.17-104.52 4 
4 .80 54.41- 83.78 4 
5 1.53 67.94-103.40 4 
6 1.90 50.65- 82.11 4 
7 2.23 51.89-145.89 4 
8 2.15 43.33-101.31 4 
9 1.24 63.75- 72.22 3 
10 .40 66.07-105.61 2 
11 2.22 43.56- 66.26 3 
12 1.81 55,98- 69.28 2 
13 1.20 39.59- 63.87 2 
14 .18 85.41-106.03 2 
15 1.50 53.32- 66.54 2 
16 1.36 68.27-109.97 2 
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TABLE 44 
Mean ratings for Analysis of Teaching items for student 
teachers assigned to 7 cooperating teachers 
Cooperating teachers 
Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 -93.75 -65.62 -74.62 -96.50 -124.88 -62.38 -44.75 
2 99.00 90.50 56-25 92.88 90.62 84.62 94.00 
3 82.75 74.75 78.50 76.50 73.50 96.50 82.75 
4 144.00 120.62 136.38 120.50 122.88 124.00 129.38 
5 113.12 113.12 116.88 100.75 115.12 99.25 111.62 
6 33.38 13.25 41.38 -26.75 -1.62 -5.75 34.75 
7 -59.25 -167.00 -83.00 -149.38 -172.88 -133.25 -119.12 
8 100.62 22.00 58.38 56.62 15.62 102.12 69.00 
9 39.00 37.00 35.25 1.75 18.00 8.62 15.12 
10 3.12 10.75 6.37 12.12 3.12 16.50 -1.62 
11 133.50 84.62 99.25 112.12 53.25 138.50 99.12 
12 91.50 71.12 85.75 66.38 52.88 55.12 60.12 
13 4.75 0.0 -4.75 -1.62 1.62 -9.50 0.0 
14 -150.25 -142.38 -145.62 -178.38 -200.75 -135.00 -206.75 
15 106.75 69.88 118.75 119.62 114.62 134.12 93.38 
TABLE 45 
Mean scores for seven performance items by investigator, cooperating 
teachers, and student teachers under two grading systems 
Student Cooperating 
Investigator teachers teachers 
Item S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F 
1^ and E 14^ -81.46 -79.25 86.96 79.00 91.09 81.70 
2 and E 19 88.46 85.21 129,30 92.92 90.43 83.37 
3 and E 22 86.43 75.07 103.04 109.81 141.61 118.11 
6 and E 17 2.96 22.36 79.09 85.15 76.39 84.89 
8 and E 25 69.71 51.54 104.04 87.30 105.22 95.56 
9 and E 18 11.18 33.04 116.87 102.07 96.82 86.92 
10 and E 21 4.78 9.61 148.09 138.22 142.52 116.37 
^These are numbers of items from the Analysis of Teaching Instrument. 
IHiese are numbers of items from the Evaluation of Student Teaching. 
